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Abstract
Turnbow, Stephanie Michelle. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. May 2015. A
Study on the Relationship between Trust Building Activities within Schools and Student
Achievement. Major Professor: Larry McNeal, Ph.D.
The purpose of this research was to determine the degree to which antecedents to
trust impact teacher-administrator trust and to determine what impact that trust or a lack
of trust had on student educational outcomes as mediated by school characteristics such
as school type (elementary or secondary), percentage of minority students, and
percentage of low socioeconomic students as measured by free and reduced lunch rates.
A sample of 109 teachers and 46 administrators from 49 schools in rural school districts
located throughout Southwest Tennessee participated in the study. Subjects completed an
online version of the School Leader-Member Trust Survey which measured existence of
trust and the frequency of trust-development activities occurring in the school based on
the four trustee antecedents and the one trustor antecedent. Multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) testing revealed no statistically significant difference in teachers’
and administrators’ perceptions of the trust antecedents at the multivariate level. At the
univariate level, however, statistically significant differences between administrators and
teachers were observed for the four trust scales of benevolence, integrity, competence,
and predictability. The second test, a multiple regression correlation, revealed moderate
statistically significant relationships between all four constituent scales of the LeaderMember Trust Survey and the measure of propensity to trust for all 155 respondents, as
well as for the administrator and teacher subgroup. Comparing the administrator and
teacher subgroups, however, indicated no statistically significant difference. The next test
run, an independent samples t-test, revealed no statistically significant difference in the
means on AGI obtained for the low trust and high trust groups. Finally, a multiple
v

regression test with added interactions was run. Using the Fisher r to z transformation, the
correlations observed for each of these groups of schools was compared, but no
difference in the strength of the correlations was found.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Since the global financial meltdown of 2008, issues of trust have commanded the
attention of citizens around the world. Around the world, public trust in financial
institutions, banks, and governments continues to rank at historically low levels due to
the slow economic recovery, increasing government debt, and perceived mismanagement
by those in charge that gets reported every day in the media (Edelman, 2012). Hurley
(2012) stated, “it is clear that the global financial crisis and the opportunistic behavior of
banks, ratings agencies, and mortgage brokers, as well as some boards of directors and
senior managers, contributed to a near depression and an erosion of trust” (p. 21). An
investigation conducted by the Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission pointed out that
governments, corporations, and financial managers ignored the risks which have led to
the present economic crisis (Chan, 2011). Just months after the global financial collapse,
Bloomberg Businessweek pinpointed lack of trust as the primary cause (Seidman, 2009,
p. 1). Economist magazine bemoaned the European Union’s distrust but eventual bailout
of Greece (February 25, 2012, p. 1). An article in the New Yorker described how even
creditworthy institutions cannot borrow money due to a lack of trust in the marketplace
(Paumgarten, 2008). As nations struggle to recover from the near-collapse of its financial
institutions, the aftermath of years of greed and incompetence has resulted in a system
that is paralyzed by distrust.
More recently, as the world climbs out of recession, our own government has seen
a steep decline in public trust. Events over the last few months, including a government
shutdown, the failure of the government’s healthcare website, ambiguity in the handling
of the Syrian crisis, and revelations of NSA spying on American citizens and the leaders
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of our allies, has resulted in a serious decline in public trust. Polls indicated that only
roughly half of Americans consider our president to be “honest and trustworthy” (Gallup,
2013b; Quinnipiac University, 2013; Wilson, 2013). The government shutdown in
October of 2013 coincided with what the press stated was an “unprecedented public
contempt for Congress” and plummeting confidence in the federal government (Hess,
2013, p.1). In fact, the 2013 Gallup Poll indicates American trust in the government’s
ability to handle foreign affairs dipped to just 49%, and trust in the government’s ability
to tackle domestic issues was even lower at 42% (Arkin, 2013). The United States
Congress, which makes a habit of over-promising and under-delivering, continues to be
seen by the American public as incompetent and untrustworthy (Hurley, 2012). Trust in
government is further eroded when, in light of revelations by Edward Snowden, the
world finds that “the NSA has repeatedly lied about the extent of its spying program”
(Schneier, 2013, p.1). Years of lies, incompetence, and mismanagement have eroded
public trust and confidence in federal government.
This climate of distrust, however, is certainly not limited to financial and
governmental sectors. Many institutions that even a generation ago would have been
considered trustworthy have seen public trust deteriorate (Covey, 2006). Although
Americans consider themselves religious, they communicate declining trust in religious
organizations with less than 50% of respondents expressing much trust in these
institutions (Gallup, 2013a; NPR, 2012). Gallup (2013a) further indicated increasing
mistrust of the media, organized labor, and public schools. Many institutions and
organizations find public trust in them lacking.
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Our public education system certainly suffers the same pressures and struggles as
these other institutions do. The American education system endures criticism and
questions of purpose, accountability, equity, and credibility (Bird, Wang, Watson, &
Murray, 2009; Lewis, 2005). Calls for charter schools, school choice, vouchers, and the
heavy emphasis on testing add to the perception that public education cannot be trusted
(Black, 2013; Gorman, 2003). Even our present Race to the Top legislation stems from a
severe lack of trust in schools, school administrators, and teachers. Based heavily on test
scores, Race to the Top links teacher evaluations and school closure decisions to student
test results (Duncan, 2009; Ravitch, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
Tennessee, in the name of accountability, has taken this a step further by linking not only
teacher evaluations and school report card ratings to test scores, but also ties teacher
licensing, salary schedules, and continued employment to an effectiveness scores based
student test scores (Fingeroot, 2013; Garrison, 2013). Schools, weighted down by
community and society, seek to improve test scores or face losing public trust and
support (Bird et al., 2009). The onus, therefore, is on school leaders to build trusting
relationships within the school to overcome the serious distrust from society.
Why is trust so important? Research indicates that organizational success relies on
trust (Hurley, 2012; Shockley-Zalabak, 2011; Shockley-Zalabak, Morreale, & Hackman,
2010; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Hurley (2012) pointed out that successful
organizations enable high levels of cooperation, coordination, and interdependence
through relationships built on trust. Mike Krzyzewski, coach of the Duke men’s
basketball team, attributed his phenomenal success as a coach to the relationships and
connections he develops with his players (Stallard, 2014). Pure economics also proves
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this point. Countries see investments, gross domestic product, and overall economic
competitiveness and productivity rise as trust increases (Fukuyama, 1995; Zak & Knack,
2001). Trust lowers the cost of doing business. The United States government, due to the
high level of trust earned by the Federal Reserve, enjoys relatively low borrowing costs
in the world economy (Bernasek, 2010). Organizations with high levels of distrust,
conversely, must spend more money and energy on self-protective measures,
surveillance, and lower supervisor to employee ratios (Hurley, 2012; Shockley-Zalanak,
2011; Zak & Knack, 2001). Because of these measures, organizations with high levels of
distrust are those in a state of decline (Harari, 2002). All of society’s systems, whether
business, political, or educational, run more smoothly and cost-effectively in high-trust
environments and slower and more expensively in low-trust environments.
While many researchers in the financial and political realm have examined the
impact of trust on organizational success, educational studies have yet to fully tackle this
topic. Education research has focused on aspects of relationship-building, trust and
teacher engagement, trust and leadership behaviors, trust and communication, and the
role of trust between schools and families. Furthermore, little research focuses on the
special leadership needs of rural school districts. Of this research, studies either focus on
the economic disparities (Bryant, 2010) or educational attainment disparities (Soo-Yong,
Meece, & Irvin, 2012), and even technological disparities (Cavanagh, 2012) between
urban and rural districts. This study, instead, centers on the perceptions held by teachers
and administrators regarding the various antecedents of trust, their perceptions of the
frequency of trust-building occurring in schools, and the impact of trust on school
outcomes of rural schools in West Tennessee.
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This research seeks to answer four questions. First, is there a statistically
significant difference between teachers’ perceptions and administrators’ perceptions of
the trustee antecedents of benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability? Second,
what is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents and the trustor antecedent of
propensity to trust? Third, do differences exist in educational outcomes (Average Growth
Indicators) between schools with high levels of teacher-administrator trust and schools
with low levels of teacher-administrator trust? Finally, what is the strength of the
relationship between the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence,
predictability, and propensity to trust) and students’ educational outcomes (Average
Growth Indicators) when mediated by school characteristics such as school type,
percentage of minority students, and percentage of low income students?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research was to determine the degree to which antecedents to
trust impact teacher-administrator trust and to determine what impact that trust or a lack
of trust had on student educational outcomes as mediated by school characteristics such
as school type (elementary or secondary), percentage of minority students, and
percentage of low socioeconomic students as measured by free and reduced lunch rates.
Statement of the Problem
Modern schools are responsible for much more than simply teaching basic subject
matter. Makiewicz (2011) revealed that “schools are faced each day with difficult issues
– problems with school safety, students who are truant, students who continue to fail”
(p.3). Teachers and school administrators are expected to produce students who are all
college and career ready, promote social justice, manage the digital minefield, and
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engage stakeholders in the educational process. Tschannen-Moran (2004) suggested that
the turn toward a global economy has increased pressure on our public schools to produce
highly skilled students who are ready for this new workforce reality. Unfortunately, the
public expects schools to accomplish these goals within a society that is increasingly
distracted and distrustful. Brewster and Railsback (2003) pointed out that “staff and
students alike are constantly put in positions in which they are not only expected to
perform certain duties but in which their well-being depends on others fulfilling certain
obligations” (p.4). These researchers went on to suggest that schools with high-quality
relationships experience greater levels of improvement.
Research links trust with a variety of positive outcomes for schools such as
increases in innovation as well as growth in teacher satisfaction, engagement, and
productivity (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Cosner, 2010; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wang
& Bird, 2011). Covey (1991) asserted that organizations with a culture of trust benefit
from high levels of commitment to a common mission and vision. Research (as cited by
Brewster & Railsback, 2003) testing Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s Trust Scales linked
school trust with higher levels of teacher efficacy. McBride and Skau (1995) associated
trust with teacher empowerment, engaging learning environments for students, and
reflective teaching practices.
Due to its probable connection to school improvement efforts, trust merits the
attention of thorough study. Research focusing on teacher-principal trust in relation to
school effectiveness remains limited. Moreover, research that also addresses the
particular issues and concerns of rural public schools is negligible. This research seeks to
address this knowledge gap.
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Conceptual Framework
The research context for this study was predicated on a trust model that asserts
that trust can be measured through the presence or lack of established trust antecedents.
Trust research acknowledges the existence of five trust antecedents: trustee benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability, and trustor propensity to trust. Because school
leaders “bear the largest responsibility for setting a tone of trust” (Tschannen-Moran,
2004, p. 12), administrators must understand how the trust antecedents impact trust
development and whether trust impacts student outcomes.
The trustee antecedents of benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability
reflect on the nature and actions of the one to be trusted. Research has described
benevolence as caring or altruistic (McKnight & Chervany, 2001; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt
& Camerer, 1998; Svensson, 2013; Tschannen-Moran, 2004), protecting another’s
interests or welfare (Brewster & Railsback, 2003; Lapidot, Kark, & Shamir, 2007;
Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003), or a willingness to be vulnerable (Kramer, 1999; Mayer &
Davis, 1999; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Integrity, another trustee antecedent,
has been defined as honesty, authenticity, and openness (Brewster & Railsback, 2003;
Tschannen-Moran, 2004); personal congruence (Burke, Sims, Lazzara, & Salas, 2007;
Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003); and kept promises (McKnight & Chervany, 2001). The
antecedent competence speaks to the skills and abilities of the one to be trusted
(McKnight & Chervany, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2004) and the “creation of an enabling
structure” (Burke et al., 2007, p. 615). The remaining trustee antecedent, predictability,
reflects the consistency and reliability of the one to be trusted (Lewicki & Tomlinson,
2003; McKnight & Chervany, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Unlike the other trustee
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antecedents, however, predictability can both build and erode trust depending on the trait
displayed (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). One goal of this study is to ascertain how both
teachers and administrators perceive each of these antecedents and, therefore, to
determine how administrators can develop trust more effectively.
The final trust antecedent, propensity to trust, focuses on the inherent capacity of
the trustor to trust another. Research has characterized this trust antecedent as a general
tendency or willingness to trust (Burke et al., 2007; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003;
McKnight & Chervany, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Tschannen-Moran (2004)
distinguishes a trusting stance from a general faith in humanity in that a trust stance
extends trust without any evidence to support that choice. This study seeks to measure the
relationship between a trustor’s propensity to trust and each of the trustee antecedents.
Research Questions
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between teachers’ perceptions of
trustee and trustor antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability,
and propensity to trust) and principals’ perceptions of these trust antecedents as
measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
2. What is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability) and propensity to trust as measure by
the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
3. Are there differences in educational outcomes as measured by Average Growth
Indicators (AGIs) between schools with high levels of teacher-administrator trust
and schools with low levels of teacher-administrator trust?
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4. What is the strength of the relationship between educational outcomes (AGIs) and
the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust) when mediated by school characteristics such as school type,
percent minority, and percent poverty (as measured by free-reduced lunch rates)?
Significance of the Study
School leadership is the focus of much research and discussion. Leadership has
been linked to school success (Williams, 2009; Williams & Johnson, 2013), turnaround
of low-performing schools (Dove & Freely, 2011; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009;
Manwaring, 2011), and student achievement (Spiro, 2013). The Interstate School Leaders
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards, established to promote leadership best
practices, emphasize the importance of establishing relationships and trust in Standard 2:
“A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students
by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program
conducive to student learning and staff professional growth” (The Council of Chief State
School Officers, 2008, p. 14). This standard emphasizes the need for a collaborative
working atmosphere and specifically lists trust as a strategy for developing this type of
school culture. Bryk (2010) supported the importance of trust-based relationships in the
schools by linking them to successful introduction of school improvement initiatives.
The significance of this research lies in its focus on faculty trust in the principal
and school effectiveness in a rural setting. With so much research centered on the plight
of urban school districts, more study should spotlight the issues faced by rural school
districts. The importance of research in rural school settings becomes all the more
essential in light of increasing student enrollment in rural schools and school districts.
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The objective of this study is to measure and quantify the effectiveness benefit of
trust in schools. Using the School Leader-Member Trust Survey to determine the degree
of trust-building activities occurring in schools, data should uncover variances in trust
levels between schools. Those data can then be analyzed with student achievement test
scores to ascertain what relationships, if any, exist between trust-building and school
effectiveness in rural school settings.
The findings and conclusions from the research would be applicable to leadership
preparation programs in stressing the need for trust-building as a key leadership practice.
Furthermore, this study could emphasize the importance of including trust-building in
administrator professional development. Additionally, this study could influence hiring
practices in rural districts that may have not yet considered trustworthiness and trustbuilding as vital leadership characteristics. There would also be value for administrators
in examining their own leadership practice and determining their own aptitude for
developing trust with teachers. The relationship between school trust and school
effectiveness could be useful in instituting and propelling professional learning
communities or other collaborative school improvement efforts.
Assumptions
This research was conducted with a quantitative methodology. The statistical
tests employed are expected to accurately measure the significance of differences
between the groups based on the research questions. Methods of data collection and
analysis were conducted in such a way as participants were assured of anonymity and
confidentiality. The responses given by the participants, therefore, are assumed to be
truthful and accurate. Finally, it is assumed that the sample of responding teachers and
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administrators accurately represents the larger population of rural public school teachers
and administrators in West Tennessee.
Methodology
This study was conducted in rural school districts throughout Southwest
Tennessee. Principals and teachers were contacted through email which contained a link
to the survey instrument on the Google Docs website. Participation in this research study
was on a voluntary basis.
The survey instrument, the School Leader-Member Trust Survey, consisted of two
sections and asked 54 questions. The first section solicited basic demographic
information such as where each participant worked, what position he or she held, and
how long he or she worked at this particular school. The second section measured the
degree to which school administrators and teachers perceive trust to exist in the school
workplace setting. The questions in the second section were answered on a Likert-type
scale.
The School Leader-Member Trust Survey was developed by combining and
modifying several different trust and school climate surveys: The North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey-Teacher Only Items and The North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey-Principal Only Items (State Board of Education of
North Carolina, 2012), the Principal Trust Scale (Tschannen-Moran, 1999), the “Trust in
Principal” subscale of the Comprehensive Teacher Trust Scales (Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999), and the “Collegial Leadership” subscale of the School Climate Index
(Tschannen-Moran, Parish, & DiPaola, 2006).
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Data were extracted from the returned surveys. These data were the analyzed
using Independent T-Test analysis techniques. This level of analysis revealed differences
among the effects of the antecedents on teacher-administrator trust. Overall results for
each school determined the trust level for the school. These trust level results were then
compared to school test data to determine whether high levels of trust impacted school
effectiveness in rural school settings.
Limitations
This research is based on responses to the School Leader-Member Trust Survey.
The answers to the trust indicators on the survey are formed by the perceptions of each
participant as to the existence of trust in his or her school and the frequency of trustbuilding activities. True random sampling was not feasible as surveys were sent as an
email link, and involvement in the research was by self-selection. Results were also
limited by the time frame given to respond. Research for this study was completed during
the fall semester as schools were just beginning the new academic year.
Delimitations
This research was delimited to teachers and administrators in rural school districts
in West Tennessee. According to the Rural School and Community Trust (2012), in the
United States over “9.6 million children are enrolled in rural school districts…(and) an
additional 1.8 million students are enrolled in rural schools in districts not classified as
rural by the federal government”. The group went on to assert that rural school
enrollment increased by over 1.7 million students from 1999 to 2009 which represents a
22% growth rate (2013). The Tennessee Department of Education recognizes 138 public
school districts in the state (2013), and the National Center for Educational Statistics
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designates 83 of those districts as fringe rural, distant rural, or remote rural (2011). Due
to the large number of rural school districts in Tennessee and the dramatic growth in rural
school enrollment, it is appropriate to study phenomena within the rural public school
context.
Definition of Terms
Administrators: Administrators are defined as those individuals with decision-making
authority within a school and include principals, vice and assistant principals, and
instructional facilitators.
Archetype: An archetype is a diagram that indicates patterns of behavior within a system
and reveals leverage points for developing more effective organizations (Senge, 2006).
Average Growth Indicator (AGI): A number indicating the overall composite growth for
a school through the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System that is based on data
from achievement, end-of-course, and/or SAT-10 tests (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2014).
Balancing Feedback Loops: Balancing feedback loops, also found in archetype diagrams,
signify a process of slowing or reversing progress (Senge, 2006).
Benevolence: A trustee antecedent of trust that “rests on the assurance that one can count
on the good will of another to act in one’s best interest” (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 19).
Competence: A trustee antecedent of trust asserting that another person has the skills and
abilities to perform the various tasks associated with his or her position (Brewster &
Railsback, 2003).
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Distant Rural: Distant rural territories, according to the NCES (2006), are “more than 5
miles but less than or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area” and “more than 2.5 miles
but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster”.
Education Value-Added Assessment System (EVAAS): One of the value-added models,
developed by William Sanders and colleagues, “that allows for large-scale tracking of
change in student achievement scores over time” (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008, p. 66).
Feedback: Feedback includes information received by the system regarding the quality of
outputs produced in the transformation process (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004).
Fringe Rural: The National Center for Education Statistics (2006) states that fringe rural
territories are “less than or equal to 5 miles from an urbanized area” and “less than or
equal to 2.5 miles from an urban cluster”.
Fixes that Fail Archetype: The Fixes that Fail archetype is a specific diagram in which
symptomatic problems, as opposed to systemic problems, are addressed. This action
causes the unintended consequence of making the systemic problem much worse (Senge,
2006).
Inputs: Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004) described inputs as anything entering the system
from the outside environment. For school districts these can include students, personnel,
federal and state money, federal and state mandates, knowledge, and time.
Integrity: A trustee antecedent to trust which incorporates “making good faith
agreements, telling the truth, and fulfilling promises” (McKnight & Chervany, 2001),
adhering to “principles that are acceptable to the trustor” (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003),
and acting in a manner that is aligned to espoused values (Mayer & Davis, 1999).

14

Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX): Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory,
first conceptualized by Dansereau, Cashman, and Graen in 1973, suggests that effective
leadership is composed of multiple dyad relationships within an organization that differ
in quality and have an impact on organizational outcomes (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006; Naidoo, Scherbaum, Goldstein, & Graen,
2010; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).
Open Systems Theory: A theory developed by Katz and Kahn which frames organizations
as systems composed of inputs and outputs, an internal environment, an external
environment, a transformation process, and feedback loops. These sources are linked and
determine the overall effectiveness of the organization (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004).
Outputs: Inputs, once they have been transformed, become outputs. In the field of public
education, outputs may be student achievement, dropout numbers, employee job
satisfaction, relationships, or absenteeism (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004).
Predictability: A trustee antecedent to trust in which the behaviors of another consistent
and reliable (Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Propensity to Trust: A trustor antecedent to trust in which one is “inclined to extend trust
more readily” (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 47). Those with a high propensity to trust
generally have both a general faith in others and a trusting stance.
Reinforcing Feedback Loops: Within an archetype diagram, reinforcing feedback loops
represent acceleration of a process or behavior. This could be in the form of growth,
escalation, or exacerbation of the situation (Senge, 2006).
Relationship-building: Relationship-building refers to behaviors and activities that
develop and strengthen bonds between individuals and groups within an organization.
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Remote Rural: The National Center for Education Statistics (2006) defines remote rural
as territories that are “more than 25 miles from an urbanized area” and “more than 10
miles from an urban cluster”.
Rural: Rural areas are defined by the United States Department of Commerce (2013) as
“all population, housing, and territory not included within an urban area”.
Systems Thinking: A theory suggested by Senge that states that “an organization must be
studied as a whole, taking into consideration the interrelationships among its parts and its
relationship with the external environment” (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004, p. 32).
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS): A value-added model pilot for the
state of Tennessee, begun in 1993 by William Sanders and associates, that was expanded
to form the Education Value-Added Assessment System (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008).
Transformation Process: Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004) described the transformation
process as value added to an input to produce an output. This process could include
decision making, change, communication, curriculum, culture, and leadership.
Trust: Trust is the confidence placed in another’s capabilities and competence as well as
his or her honesty and integrity. In other words, trust can be defined as “confident
expectations and a willingness to be vulnerable” (Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 394)
Trust Antecedents: Behaviors or traits that can predict an outcome of trust (Lewicki,
McAllister, & Bies, 1998; Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Trust-building activities: Trust-building activities constitute specific actions designed to
establish, develop, and strengthen confidence between individuals and entities within an
organization (Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2001).
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Trustee: A trustee in this research is defined as someone who can either be trusted or not
trusted which is based on certain trustee characteristics and decided upon by a trustor
(Burke et al., 2007).
Trustor: Trustors choose whether or not to trust another individual or organization based
on their own inherent dispositions or on situational factors (Burke et al., 2007).
Urban Clusters: The United States Department of Commerce (2013) defines an urban
cluster as having between 2,500 and 50,000 people.
Urbanized Area: According to the United States Department of Commerce (2013), an
urbanized area is one which contains 50,000 or more people.
Value-Added Models (VAM): Value-added models are used to “evaluate the knowledge
that school districts, schools, and teachers add to student learning as students progress
through school” (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008, p. 65).
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. The first chapter introduces the topic
and research questions. Chapter 2 presents a review of the related literature and a
theoretical base for the research. The third chapter outlines the research methodology
used in this study including the sample population, survey instrument, and data collection
and analysis method. Chapter four presents and discusses the study’s results. The final
chapter presents a discussion of the results, conclusions, and a summary.
Summary
Trust is acknowledged as vital to promoting an open, efficient, and cooperative
workplace. The business community and the financial sector, while at times guilty of
breaking the public trust, recognize the value of trust to running a business in a cost-
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effective manner. Schools also benefit from an open, collaborative atmosphere that
comes from trusting relationships. This research seeks to examine teachers’ and
principals’ perceptions regarding the existence of trust in schools and the degree to which
trust-building activities are occurring in their schools. By analyzing the results of surveys,
this study explores which trust antecedents have the most significant impact on teacheradministrator trust. Additionally, this research will determine what relationship exists
between teacher-principal trust, as measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey,
and students’ educational outcomes, as measured by Average Growth Indicators (AGIs).
Finally, this investigation will determine the strength of the relationship between teacherprincipal trust and educational outcomes when mediated by various school
characteristics.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Introduction
Leadership development books and seminars often focus attention on the
importance of relationship building as a leadership skill. John Maxwell, a leading
business author, stressed the Law of Connection which described the importance of
connecting with people. In Developing the Leader within You, Maxwell (2005) spoke of
Level 4 and Level 5 Leaders and explained the necessity of relationships and people
development. In the business world, numerous studies have attempted to define and
measure the impact of trust and relationships in regard to the effectiveness of business
models and capacities (Butler, 1991; DeJong & Elfring, 2010; Kramer, 1999; Lewicki,
Tomlinson & Gillespie, 2006; Perry & Mankin, 2004, 2007; Salamon & Robinson,
2008). It is not surprising, therefore, that research within the educational realm should
also seek to better understand the impact of relationships and trust on schools.
Of the principal leadership responsibilities researchers have linked to positive
student achievement, seven involve relationship building or trust. These leadership
responsibilities include situational awareness, which is defined as a leader’s ability to
understand the relationships and undercurrents within the school. Waters, Marzano, and
McNulty (2003) suggested that situational awareness accounts for 33% of the variance in
increased student achievement. Other leadership behaviors including relationships,
communication, culture, and affirmation register similar effects (Waters et al., 2003).
Because relationships establish a cornerstone of effective leadership and trust forms the
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foundation for developing relationships, research must determine to what extent
principals actively engage in trust building activities.
Further research has delineated how important it is for principals to build trusting
relationships. Bryk (2010) emphasized the vital role of trust and relationships for
initiating school improvement. Blasé and Blasé (2001) associated several trust behaviors
(collaboration, care, and understanding) with effective leadership. Researchers Wang and
Bird (2011) convincingly linked principal authenticity to trust and teacher engagement
which strongly correlated to positive outcomes for students. Kensler, Caskie, Barber, and
White (2009) related trust with learning communities and continuous learning. Hoy, a
leading voice in trust research, along with colleagues Smith and Sweetland (2002),
utilized trust measures to quantify school climate, openness, and health. Cosner (2010)
analyzed the methods principals used to develop trusting relationships. The Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards (2008) also emphasized the
importance of establishing relationships and trust in Standard 2: “A school administrator
is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by advocating,
nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student
learning and staff professional growth”. Frowe (2005) stated that the relationships
between schools and their constituents are already based on trust. Because trust could
potentially impact school effectiveness and positive student outcomes, research has
indicated that trust in relation to school leadership behaviors requires greater study.
The following literature review encompasses the relevant research literature on
this topic of perceived trust, trust building activities, and principal leadership. This
chapter is divided into the following five sections: (a) trust and distrust, (b) principal
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leadership and trust building, (c) rural schools and administration, (d) schools as open
systems, and (e) Leader-Member Exchange Theory.
Defining Trust
While trust is a concept that many people easily sense, it is not as easily defined.
General society actually has a confused understanding of trust, because the word is used
and misused in so many situations (Das & Teng, 2004). Many researchers, however, have
developed working definitions of trust. Some definitions of trust focus on the concepts of
confidence in others, confidence in a situation, or confidence in general (Covey, 2006;
Tshannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998).
Other common characteristics used to define trust include integrity, competence,
expectation, benevolence, and reliance (Butler, 2001; Castaldo, Premazzi, & Zerbini,
2010; Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007; Linden, 2010). Bryk and Schneider (2003)
identified respect, personal regard, competence in core role responsibilities, and personal
integrity as contributing to trust. Research has also highlighted the characteristics of
reliability, competence, honesty, openness, benevolence or concern, vulnerability, and
identification as necessary components of trust (Hoy, Gage & Tarter, 2006; ShockleyZalabak, 2011; Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2010; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy as cited in
Wang & Bird, 2011). Hurley (2012) identified three general trustor disposition factors for
understanding trust as risk tolerance, psychological adjustment, and relative power.
Svensson (2006) asserted that trust, especially at the systemic level, reduces undesirable
risks and complexity.
Other research has suggested that trust is a decision based on both rational
(reciprocation and expectations) and irrational (emotions, social norms, and relationship
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status) factors (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 2000a; Dunning, Fetchenhaur, & Schlösser,
2012). Currall and Judge (1995) defined trust as “an individual’s behavioral reliance on
another person under condition of risk” (p. 153). Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla
(1998) also emphasized the necessity of a risk environment for the development of trust
and contrasted that concept against the idea of vulnerability as the basis for trust.
Castelfranchi and Falcone (2000b) described trust as a causal relationship
between core trust, reliance, and delegation. Core trust is based on the trustor’s
confidence of the trustee’s competence and disposition. Reliance refers to the trustor’s
beliefs about the trustee’s dependability. Finally, delegation is the action of trusting and
can be specified as either weak delegation or strong delegation.
Many researchers, though, have cautioned on the difficulty in creating a succinct
definition of trust due to the number of factors involved with trusting relationships
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). McKnight and Charvany (2001) proposed that
defining trust has been difficult due to the different “lenses” used by the various
academic disciplines and to the numerous meanings and connotations that the word trust
holds. Research has also noted the dynamic nature of trust over time as a factor
contributing to the difficulty in defining trust (Azodi, 2006; Falcone & Castelfranchi,
2001b; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). Rousseau et al., (1998) suggested that defining
trust could be difficult due to the forms trust can take and because the forms of trust can
be combined. Simpson (2007) described trust as a multidimensional construct that was
difficult to “operationalize, measure, and interpret” (p. 264). Because of the multi-faceted
nature of trust, definitions must include not only a broad understanding but also specific
statements that deal with the multiple elements involved in relationships and trust.
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Definitions of trust can go beyond general characteristics and should involve the
relational nature of trust. Butler (2001) contended that measurements must go beyond the
simple trust construct toward the more complex issues of the multiconditional and
situational nature of trust by measuring the causes and antecedents to trust. Research by
Hurley (2012) suggested seven situational or relational factors that define trust as
security, similarities, alignment of interests, benevolent concern, capability, predictability
and integrity, and communication. Covey (2006) described five waves of trust: self trust,
relationship trust, organizational trust, market trust, and societal trust. Within each wave,
the author noted relational or situational factors such as credibility, consistent behavior,
alignment, reputation, and contribution as distinguishing elements of trust (Covey, 2006).
Trust can also be described in terms of a behavior based on cooperation (Sitkin &
Roth, 1993). Castaldo et al., (2010) defined trust according to four factors: The nature of
trust, the subjects (trustor and trustee), the object, and the consequences. Other
researchers, however, proposed that trust has two distinct conceptualizations: relational
and dispositional (Simpson, 2007; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998).
Zaheer et al. (1998) described dispositional trust as a trait that views others as
trustworthy in general, whereas relational trust depends on the interactions and outcomes
within the relationship. Simpson (2007) proposed a dyadic model of trust, based on both
relational and dispositional factors, which accounted for the dispositions of both actors in
a particular situation. Understanding the complexities of relational trust as proposed in
the research, however, requires exploring other factors such as risk and uncertainty
(Castaldo et al., 2010; Colquitt et al., 2007).
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Dasgupta (2000) differentiated between trustworthiness as an overall disposition
or characteristic and the ability to trust another on a particular occasion given the right
incentives. This research revealed the requirement that one know not only another’s
disposition but also the circumstances surrounding the occasion to ascertain to what
extent another can be trusted (Dasgupta, 2000). Butler (2007) explained three
components of dispositional trust as the trustor, the trustee, and the specific situation.
Castaldo et al. (2010) further contended that many definitions of trust include anticipation
of certain predictable outcomes or behavior on the part of the trustee. By balancing the
broad, conceptual definitions of trust with the more specific relational and contextual
definitions, research has provided insight into the complex nature of trust.
Rousseau et al. (1998) distinguished between four different forms of trust:
Deterrence-based trust, Calculus-based trust, Relational trust, and Institution-based trust.
Deterrence-based trust, which is based on sanction mechanisms to ensure the desired
outcome, is closely related to Dasgupta’s (2000) idea that individuals who may not be
trustworthy overall may be trusted in particular situations given the right incentives.
Calculus-based trust involves the trustor choosing to rely on another based on deterrence
as well as the trustee’s verifiable reputation. The researchers related their Calculus-based
trust to research by Lewicki et al. (1998) which defined similar instances as high
trust/high distrust conditions. This form of trust is also similar to the situation between
Stalin and Roosevelt during World War II as described by McKnight and Chervany
(2001). In this illustration, the two world leaders were depicted as trusting each other
enough “for mutual support and cooperation against a common foe, while at the same
time distrusting each other’s actions because each knew the other had his own interests to
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serve” (McKnight & Chervany, 2001, p. 27). Rousseau et al. (1998) explained Relational
trust as a situation of “repeated cycles of exchange, risk taking, and successful fulfillment
of expectations” which reinforce the trust relationship (p. 399). This definition of trust
aligns most closely with the definitions found in the body of trust research.
Of particular concern to schools, Rousseau et al. (1998) described Institutionbased trust as both relying on and benefitting from sanctions and controls. In
organizations, Rousseau et al. (1998) posited that trust may be formed on the basis that
individuals, and the organization as a whole, may act in a trustworthy manner in response
to reputation sanctions. McKnight and Chervany (2001) identified two subconstructs for
Institution-based trust: Structural Assurance and Situational Normality. The first,
Structural Assurance, relies on controls to ensure organizational trust. The second,
Situational Normality, indicates that “trusting intentions are set up or structured
environmentally” (McKnight & Chervany, 2001, p. 37) and that a risky venture will
result in favorable gains. Rousseau et al. (1998) contrasted the business environment of
Communist Hungary with that of the United States, and found that the controls and
protections observed in American businesses promoted trust and cooperation. The
Hungarian businesses, without those same controls, protections, and environment, did not
experience the same trust and cooperation and their organizations and businesses suffered
financially. Their research did caution, however, that controls can undermine trust if they
lead to rigid adherence to rules and procedures. While administrators could certainly
learn from each of the various levels of trust described by Rousseau et al. (1998), the
focus of this research will be at the relational and institutional levels.
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Defining Distrust
As difficult as research has found defining trust, defining distrust has been
equally troublesome. Part of the difficulty in adequately defining distrust lies in the fact
that a person can experience trust and distrust at the same time (McKnight & Chervany,
2001). Rousseau et al. (1998) portrayed trust and distrust as two related parts of the same
bandwidth. Trust bandwidth describes the full scope of trust and distrust that can exist in
a single relationship over time and across multiple contexts (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2000).
Other researchers have defined distrust as antithetical to trust. Lewicki et al.,
(1998), for example, described distrust as an expectation that another person will not act
in one’s best interests and may cause harm. Kramer (1999) linked distrust with suspicion.
Deutsch defined distrust as a choice to avoid an ambiguous or more risky path that could
lead to “greater possible negative consequences” (as cited in McKnight & Chervany,
2001, p. 41). Sitkin and Roth (1993) stated that “distrust is engendered when an
individual or group is perceived as not sharing key cultural values” (p. 371). This
research further emphasized that there must be the expectation for continued negative
consequences to be accurately termed distrust. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) simply
depicted distrust as the lack of trust.
Still other researchers have defined distrust in terms of trusting relationships.
Sørensen, Hasle, and Pejtersen (2011) explained distrust as the result of continued
incidences of broken trust. In fact, this study also stated that “actions interpreted as
opportunistic or malevolent both reduce trust and run the risk of provoking distrust”
(Sørensen et al., 2011).
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Kramer (1999) espoused that, in the same way trust has antecedents and
contributing factors, certain situational and dispositional factors are associated with
higher levels of distrust and suspicion (Kramer, 1999). Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003)
described distrust as an emotional reaction that “is likely to be composed of some mixture
of anger, disappointment, and/or frustration at oneself for trusting and at the offender for
exploiting that trust” (p. 3). The report also suggested that the degree of damage to a
relationship based on a violation of trust would be based on the amount of harm caused,
the regularity of such occurrences, and the type of trust violation committed (Lewicki &
Tomlinson, 2003).
Herting and Hamon (2004) described distrust as a cycle. First unwarranted trust is
granted to another. At some point, trust is broken through the actions or decisions of this
individual. Then distrust is harbored until some major event occurs which causes a course
correction. This course correction features a cooling off period. This cooling off period,
ironically, can be characterized by an unwarranted distrust until another level of
equilibrium may be reached (Herting & Hamon, 2004). Lapidot et al., (2007) studied
trust processes and found that those actions that eroded trust were more salient than those
that built trust.
Another reaction to distrust or broken trust is the proliferation of rules and
regulations which can stifle open communication and make organizations less effective
(Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Aghion, Algan, Cahuc, and Shleifer (as cited by Horváth,
2013) found that governments instituted regulations in the place of trust. TschannenMoran and Hoy (2000) emphasized that the increased use of rules and regulations by
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teachers and administrators, while possibly necessary, could hinder the attainment of
school goals.
Trustee Antecedents to Trust
While trust can be understood to have a number of antecedents, research has
indicated four as occurring the most frequently: Benevolence, integrity, competence, and
predictability (Gill, Boies, Finegan & McNally, 2005; Johansen, Selart, & Grønhaug,
2013; Lapidot et al., 2007; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight &
Chervany, 2001; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Tschannen-Moran (2001) actually
highlighted five facets of trust including benevolence, competence, honesty, openness,
and reliability. For the purposes of this research, honesty and openness are discussed in
conjunction with integrity.
Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) stated that the antecedents of benevolence,
competency, and integrity each separately influence the decision to trust. Mayer et al.
(1995) emphasized that while the antecedents are separable, they are not unrelated.
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) suggested that, in schools, all the facets “form a
unitary and coherent concept of trust” (p. 558). The antecedents, whether addressed
separately or in combination, impact an individual’s decision whether or not to trust.
Benevolence, vulnerability, and risk. Research has asserted that subordinates
choose to trust their supervisor based to some degree on the supervisor’s perceived
benevolence and the subordinate’s willingness to accept vulnerability and risk (Butler,
2001; Chan, Taylor, & Markham, 2008; Geist, 2002; Lapidot et al., 2007; Lount & Pettit,
2012; Rousseau et al., 1998). Lount and Pettit (2012) specifically addressed the
reciprocity of benevolence and risk with respect to hierarchal relationships and
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emphasized that both supervisors and subordinates demonstrate equal, but different,
vulnerabilities. Johansen et al. (2013) stated that a relationship “characterized by deep
dependence (e.g., authority ranking) introduces the risks of cheating, abuse, neglect, or
threats to self-esteem and evokes a concern with a trustee’s (e.g., the boss) integrity,
concern, or benevolence” (p.1188). Castelfranchi and Falcone (2000b) indicated that trust
was a balance between risk and predictability.
The term benevolence means, in general, behaving in a manner that benefits
another rather than behaving in an opportunistic manner. Opportunism, by contrast, was
described by Williamson as “self-interest seeking with guile” (as cited in Bromiley &
Cummings, 1995, p.222). Benevolence, however, is not guaranteed or monitored within
the boundaries of a trusting relationship and the possibility for opportunism, therefore,
cannot be completely discounted (Korsgaard, Whitener, & Brodt, 2002). Trust,
particularly between trustors and trustees in a hierarchal relationship, depends to some
degree on the trustee’s benevolence (or lack of benevolence) and the trustor’s ability to
accept the accompanying vulnerability.
In addition to benevolence, Bhattacharya et al. (1998) emphasized that risk, rather
than vulnerability, was one of the necessary conditions for trust. Rousseau et al. (1998)
also discussed the concept of interdependence to describe trust which is based on reliance
on another individual and acceptance of the associated risk. Das and Teng (2001)
additionally highlighted the role uncertainty plays in the development of trust. Gill et al.,
(2005) on the other hand, stressed that “trust does not involve risk per se, but rather a
willingness to engage in risk-taking with the trustee” (p. 288). Falcone and Castelfranchi
(2001a) also disputed the characterization of trust as primarily a decision based on
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calculated risks. Rather, their research asserted that the choice to trust was based on the
likelihood of reaching desired outcomes much like a bet or wager, but the choice could
not be boiled down to a simple risk analysis (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 2000a ; Falcone &
Castelfranchi, 2001a). Research has suggested, therefore, that trust is based to some
degree on the trustor’s acceptance of risk and vulnerability as well as the trustee’s
perceived benevolence.
Integrity. Integrity involves the perception that the trustee exhibits values and
ethics that are considered acceptable to the trustor (Lapidot et al., 2007). Mayer et al.
(1995) clarified that while integrity was based on both adherence to and acceptableness
of a set of values, the decision to trust was attributed to the influence of overall integrity.
Geist (2002) stated that "honesty connotes integrity, character, and authenticity" (p. 37).
Kannan-Narasimhan and Lawrence (2012) defined integrity as the perception that leaders
are keeping promises and acting in alignment with their espoused values. Research has
also interpreted integrity as authenticity (Tschannen-Moran, 2001) or personal example
(Lapidot et al., 2007). Kouzes and Posner (2011) equated integrity with character and
convictions. Bernasek (2010) further emphasized that integrity means to “deal honestly”
with another person in a “relationship of trust” (p. 11). McKnight and Chervany (2001)
also classified integrity in terms of relationships that deal in good faith and fulfill
promises. In fact, research has indicated that followers’ decision whether or not to
commit to a leader’s goals and vision or to the organization as a whole is impacted by the
leader’s perceived integrity (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Kannan-Narasimhan & Lawrence,
2012). Research by Gill et al. (2005) suggested that information regarding the trustee’s
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integrity influenced the trustor’s propensity to trust, but the decision was also modified
by the strength of the situation.
While integrity influences the trusting behavior of trustors, the demonstration of
integrity may not directly build trust within an organization. Their research further
suggested that the lack of integrity may very well contribute to the deterioration or
outright destruction of trust (Lapidot et al., 2007). Dasgupta (2000) posited that a
reputation for integrity and trustworthiness is built over time but can be destroyed very
quickly. Rousseau et al. (1998) emphasized the importance of reputation in regards to
trustworthiness at the individual level and at the institutional level. Whether the presence
or absence of integrity has greater effect, integrity influences the decision of whether or
not to trust another individual.
Competence. Research has identified competence as a key characteristic for
developing interpersonal trust (Deluga, 1994). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) stated
that “there are times when good intentions are not enough” so that skills and competence
come into play (p.557). Competence is the perceived ability of one actor to achieve an
expected result. Research referring to competence, has explained the necessity of a
positive orientation toward the trustee and the confidence that the trustee can produce the
desired outcome or result (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 2000b; Falcone & Castelfranchi,
2001a). They further clarified this aspect of trust through the added dimension of
disposition; In other words, the trustor must hold the belief that the trustee is not only
able but is also willing to produce the desired outcome (Castelfranchi & Falcone, 2000b;
Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001a). This research emphasized the importance of trust in the
ability to delegate tasks to, or rely on, others. Svensson (2006) stated that competence “is
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based on ability in relation to the work, and is often expressed in terms of the credentials
and merits of an individual” (p. 586).
Research has also differentiated between perceived competences in multiple
areas. Mayer et al., (1995) suggested that while an individual may be highly competent,
and therefore trustworthy, in terms of one skill set, that individual may be equally
incompetent, and therefore untrustworthy, in terms of a different skill set. Research has
also affirmed that as supervisors increase their trust in employees based on competence,
employee self-perceived efficacy and motivation rises (Chan et al., 2008).
Predictability. McKnight and Chervany (2001) described predictability as
actions “consistent enough to be forecasted in a given situation” (p. 31). Bhattacharya et
al. (1998) suggested that predictability was a second necessary component to establishing
trust. Their research defined predictability as an expectancy of likely outcomes based on
a distribution of possible outcomes. Geist (2002) defined predictability as the accrued
evidence based on experience. Herting and Hamon (2004) based their definition of trust
squarely on the ability to predict future outcomes based on past performance. Johansen et
al. (2013) also found the perception of predictability to be a key factor to the
development of initial trust. Svensson (2006) contrasted personal trust based on
expectancy of another’s honesty with impersonal confidence based on expectancy of
predictability.
Within organizations, such as schools or businesses, the accrued interactions
between individuals in the organization enable those individuals to measure the
trustworthiness of others with great validity (Bromiley & Cummings, 1995). Falcone and
Castelfranchi (2001b) emphasized the credibility of convergence of opinion, such as a
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school faculty’s belief in a principal’s trustworthiness, as valid. The research further
asserted that “the greater the number of (independent) sources of an information, a
reputation, a belief, the more credible it is” (Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001b, p. 68).
Trust and predictability may be closely related, but the terms are not synonymous.
Mayer et al. (1995) cautioned against confusing predictability or cooperation with trust.
Their research further suggested that certain behaviors, such as acting in self-interest,
may be predictable but would not be considered trustworthy (Mayer et al., 1995). In fact,
predictability could actually decrease the likelihood of trust (Mayer et al., 1995). Vodicka
(2006) stated that “consistency is not in and of itself sufficient to generate trust” (p. 29).
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) characterized the difference between predictability
and trust by contrasting met expectations, which may or may not build trust, with
benevolent predictability, which would certainly build trust. Seligman (1998) suggested
that trust occurs once knowledge and predictability have been exhausted. Barbalet (2009)
described trust as both occurring in the absence of predictability and as a result of
predictability. While predictability is a necessary component of trust, it obviously cannot
be accounted as trust-forming in and of itself.
Trustor Antecedent: Propensity to Trust
Beyond these leadership behaviors, one other action that leaders can take to build
trusting relationships within their organization is simply to trust others. Henry Stimson,
as cited in Bernasek (2010), emphasized that “the only way to make a man trustworthy is
to trust him” (p. 98). Research suggested that when individuals in superior or leadership
positions take a trusting stance and give trust to others this stance can result in increased
trust in the entire organization (Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001b; Kouzes & Posner, 2011;
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Spector & Jones, 2004). Research based on leader-member exchange also found robust
linkage between strong relationships and trust (Douglas & Zivnuska, 2008). Kurtzman
(2010) affirmed that trusting relationships built on mutual respect are strongly linked with
positive results.
Falcone and Castelfranchi (2001b) asserted that trusting another, especially within
an organization, can influence others in three significant respects: (a) trusting another can
influence their trustworthiness, (b) trusting another can create reciprocal trust, and (c)
trusting another can cause trust to diffuse within the organization. In the first hypothesis,
the research found that the use of delegation can increase trustworthiness by influencing
the trustee’s self-confidence, increasing the trustee’s commitment, or increasing the
trustee’s Degree of Willingness (DoW) or Degree of Ability (DoA) (Falcone &
Castelfranchi, 2001b). In their second hypothesis, Falcone and Castelfranchi (2001b)
found that when A trusts B, B in turn trusts A. The final hypothesis found that trust was
multiplicative or pseudo-transitive based on authority, conformism, and influence.
Trusting others also comprises one of the components of the Campbell Leadership
Index which provides feedback to leaders on their credibility (Campbell, 1993).
Conversely, research examining managerial micromanagement found this form of distrust
negatively impacts schools by inhibiting creativity and innovation (Tschannen-Moran,
2009). As simple as it may sound, research has advocated that leaders who wish to be
trusted must first trust the members within their organization and develop relationships
built on mutual respect.
Trusting others, however, may not be so simple. Research has also indicated that
one crucial key to trust building is the trustor’s propensity to trust (Falcone &

34

Castelfranchi, 2001a; Lewicki & Tomlinson, 2003; McKnight & Chervany, 2001).
McKnight and Chervany (2001) distinguished propensity to trust from intention to trust
based on the focus of such trust. Specifically, they stated that “disposition to trust differs
from trusting intentions in that it refers to general other people rather than to specific
other people” (McKnight & Chervany, 2001, p. 38), and refers to a trustor’s general
tendency to trust others. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) stated that propensity to trust
was related to certain individuals’ innate predisposition to trust others. While these
individuals may be more inclined to trust others, this trust should not be likened to
gullibility or ‘pathological trust’ based on the use of relevant and available information
that guides these individuals’ decisions to trust (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
Several researchers have attempted to quantify the decision to trust. Falcone and
Castelfranchi (2001a) conceived this formula:
DotXYτ > σH = (1- Hmax)
Where DotXY = Degree of trust of X in Y and ϬH = Maximum Perceived Failure Hazard
Essentially, Falcone and Castelfranchi (2001a) stated that the decision to trust maintains
that the degree of trust of the trustor (X) in the trustee (Y) must be greater than the
trustor’s maximum perception of hazard or failure. Bhattacharya et al. (1998) described
an outcomes-based decision to trust as:
Pr (α1 = X1 | a1, a2) = F1 (X1; a1, a2)
Where X = outcomes and a = actions
In this formula, Bhattacharya et al. (1998) asserted that one person’s decision to trust
could be narrowed down to the probability of a favorable outcome (X1) based on the
actions of the trustor and the trustee (a1 and a2, respectively). The researchers created
increasingly complicated formulae for the trust decision based not only on outcomes but
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also based on consequences, circumstances, and sequential or simultaneous action timing
(Bhattacharya et al., 1998).
Importance and Benefits of Trust
Trust research has indicated a number of benefits associated with high levels of
trust in organizations. In fact, Dirks and Ferrin (2001) described both direct benefits
(increased cooperation, more positive attitudes, and better performance) and indirect
benefits (conditions which promote better outcomes) of trust within an organization.
Covey (2006) emphasized that trust can be measured and results in high dividends
through improved collaboration, innovation, engagement and the like. Harari (2002)
described highly competitive organizations as having collaborative networks, quick
information dissemination, a shared mindset, and trust. In fact, Castelfranchi and Falcone
(2000b) posited that situations with high levels of trust can handle higher uncertainty and
competition, while situations with lower levels of trust must have greater protections
already in place.
Other research has touted the benefits of trust in streamlining business operations
and increasing efficiency (Bromiley & Cummings, 1995; Dasgupta, 2000; Martin, 2006).
Colquitt et al., (2007) suggested a moderately strong relationship between trust and
encouraged risk taking, increased job performance, more positive citizenship, and
decreased counterproductive actions. Dasgupta (2000), citing game theory, discussed the
monetary benefits of a trusting business relationship to both trustor and trustee. Horváth
(2013) used Bayesian model averaging and found that countries with high levels of
generalized trust also experienced greater economic growth. This research attributed
these findings to lower transaction costs and smoother business functioning (Horváth,
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2013). Organizations with high levels of trust realize the benefits of lower costs for
information processing due to more open communication within the organization
(McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003). Bromiley and Cummings (1995) maintained that
organizations with high levels of trust realize lower transaction costs through reduced
levels of monitoring and enforcement of agreements.
Reaching organizational goals, increasing collaboration, and maximizing problem
solving capabilities are also benefits of trust (Costigan, Ilter, & Berman, 1998; Linden,
2010; Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Zand & Sorensen, 1975). Bensen (1993) pointed out that
“in a supportive (read: trusting) environment, colleagues help each other not only to
increase the level and quality of their business performance, but also to help each other
become better people” (p. 22). Dirks and Scarlicki argued “that trust affects performance
because individuals are more likely to share resources with coworkers they trust and
more likely to receive more resources from coworkers who trust them” (as cited in De
Jong & Dirks, 2012, p. 393). Rubin, Bommer, and Bachrach (2010) linked trust in
leadership to an increase in organizational citizenship behaviors in which employees are
more likely to go above and beyond the normally required duties.
Effects and Benefits of Trust in Schools
Additionally, schools can directly benefit from greater risk taking, innovation, and
employee commitment and engagement (Kouzes & Posner, 2011). Trust can also make
individual and organizational change much easier by allowing an organization to learn
from its mistakes and engage in productive problem solving (Kouzes & Posner, 2011;
Hoy et al., 2006). Fee (2008) linked trust to positive school climate and increased student
achievement. Collaboration, communication, innovation, and problem solving contribute
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to the effectiveness of organizations, and trust increases the ability of members to engage
in these activities. In schools, trust leads to greater teacher collaboration and innovation
which, in turn, promises improved outcomes for students.
In addition to the direct benefits of collaboration, innovation, and communication,
trust also impacts schools indirectly. Adams and Forsyth (2009) researched the effect of
trust on social and economic inputs. This research asserted that while poverty and student
achievement are inversely related, “this relationship is more complex than to just suggest
an absolute or unconditional effect of poverty” (Adams & Forsyth, 2009, p. 143). This
study proposed that trust could mediate the negative inputs of poverty and counteract the
stresses caused by low socioeconomic conditions thus creating a school atmosphere
focused on achievement (Adams & Forsyth, 2009).
Schools in particular rely on trusting relationships between the various
constituents to meet educational goals for students and to achieve significant reforms.
Organizations such as schools that rely on discrete teams benefit from increased trust as
oversight of the various teams becomes unsustainable (Mayer et al., 1995). Trust has
been identified as an important factor for building school capacity and implementing
change initiatives (Cosner, 2009; Spillane & Thompson, 1997). In fact, Azodi (2006)
asserted that “school improvement and effectiveness require an increased focus on trust
as a critical factor in successful school reform” (p. 43). As shown in Figure 1, research
has indicated that trust improves effectiveness and communication and can raise student
achievement (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Tschannen-Moran (2001) reaffirmed that
schools can benefit from increased effectiveness, greater organizational citizenship, and
improved student achievement. Research by Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy
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(2001) found that their trust model “explained 81% of the between-school variation in
both mathematics and reading achievement” (p. 12). Bryk and Schneider (2003) pointed
out that relational trust is a necessary component for teacher commitment to school
reform and improves the daily work of schools.

More open communication
High Levels of
Trust between
Leaders and
Followers

TRUST
Low Levels of
Trust between
Leaders and
Followers

Greater collaboration
Increased risk-taking

Higher student achievement

Greater capacity for
sustained improvement

Distorted communication
Diversion of creative energy
Self-protective measures

Lower student achievement

Lower capacity for sustained
improvement

Figure 1. Consequences of High and Low Trust

Azodi (2006) studied the relationship between trust, leadership behaviors, and
teacher efficacy. That research found several statistically significant related variables
between trust and leadership behaviors. Furthermore, Azodi suggested that trust and
leadership behaviors impacted teachers’ feelings of self-efficacy. The final result
established that trust, supportive leadership behaviors, and teacher efficacy combined all
had a positive influence on student achievement.
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Additionally, because schools undergo constant demands of change and
improvement, research has indicated that change and trust become cyclical with change
decreasing staff trust in administration which then makes change increasingly difficult
(Sørensen et al., 2011). Research has asserted that schools with high levels of distrust
face significant obstacles when implementing change efforts and sustaining improvement
(Fullan, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Research has suggested that schools can
increase their ability to enact reforms and achieve better student outcomes with high
levels of trust.
Of particular importance to school-wide trust is the level of trust that various
school constituents have in the principal. Research has suggested that principal trust can
increase innovation as well as teacher satisfaction, engagement, and productivity (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Cosner, 2010; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wang & Bird, 2011). Kouzes
and Posner (2010) emphasized the great creative energy and innovation that can be
unleashed in organizations with high levels of trust in their leaders. Trust research has
also linked principal trust to higher levels of teacher innovation (Bryk & Schneider,
2002). Research conducted by Wang and Bird (2011) suggested that teachers’ trust in the
principal increases the strength of teacher engagement in the school. Research has also
linked trust with organizational change and sustained improvement (Bryk & Schneider,
2002). Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) proposed that school leaders can build trust and a
sense of efficacy among the staff through distributive leadership practices. Snowden and
Gorton (2002) also suggested that trust in the school leader was an important factor in
problem resolution within the organization. Furthermore, leader trust has also been
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connected to desirable outcomes for the organization (Cosner, 2010). Principals can
further many of their organizational goals by improving levels of trust within the school.
Effects of Distrust in Organizations
While trust increases organizational capacity, research has also indicated that
distrust impedes organizational effectiveness. Linden (2010) found that distrust hinders
communication and collaboration. Distrust increases anxiety and insecurity (TschannenMoran & Hoy, 2000). Organizations with high levels of distrust also suffer from personal
interference, problem distortion, low job satisfaction among employees, diversion of
creativity and energy from group goals, and high employee turnover (Hamm, 2011;
Kouzes & Posner, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2009; Zand & Sorensen, 1975). Covey
(2006) emphasized the effects of low-trust taxes which impact every relationship and
every interaction and result in much lower financial and personal returns.
Low-trust organizations also suffer when potentially profitable alternatives cannot
be taken because individuals cannot be trusted to fulfill their end of the deal (Bromiley &
Cummings, 1995). Hurley (2012) affirmed that organizations lacking trust struggle to be
successful because people are more cautious and self-protective which results in lower
productivity. Another complication in dealing with distrust is that it is self-perpetuating
and difficult to overcome (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). When organizations lack
trusting relationships, members expend their energies in self-protection rather than in
activities that will further organizational goals.
Research has also cautioned against trusting individuals or team members who are
untrustworthy (Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001a; McKnight & Chervany, 2001; Zolin,
2002). Zolin (2002) cited unwarranted trust and unwarranted mistrust as two failures of
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trust which could be based on inaccurate perceptions of others’ past performance and
could lead to group breakdown (Zolin, 2002). Falcone and Castelfranchi (2001a) asserted
that over confidence could lead to failure due to the trustor relying on an unreliable or
incompetent trustee, the trustor not establishing clear controls over the trustee, or the
trustor not checking and correcting possible misunderstandings in the delegation.
McKnight and Chervany (2001) explained the hazards of either over trusting (ignoring or
rationalizing evidence of failure) or over mistrusting (paranoia and lack of cooperation)
and suggested that leaders find a healthy balance of trust-to-mistrust. Herting and Hamon
(2002) contented, however, that trust based relationships could handle certain levels of
failure or disappointment depending on the degree of violation. Research by Schniter,
Sheremeta, and Sznycer (2013) suggested that signals such as promises, verbal contracts,
and apologies were effective in developing and repairing trust.
Effect of Distrust in Schools
Schools that lack trust experience difficulty in establishing a culture of change
and sustained improvement (Goddard et al., 2001). Daly (2009) studied schools
designated ‘program improvement’ under the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) and found
that many of these schools suffered from low levels of trust. In addition, a majority of
these schools found it difficult to instigate change and improve enough to move beyond
this designation (Daly, 2009). Schools that lack trust between administration and faculty
often rely on prescriptive teaching methods, autocratic decision making, and strict rules
and regulations to fill the void.
Datnow (2011) analyzed the collaborative cultures of two school districts
implementing data-driven decision making. This research found that due to the high
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levels of trust already in place within the schools, the change process proceeded smoothly
with a great deal of collaboration. Datnow also noted, however, that “contrived
collegiality would be more likely to result in schools where there is distrust among
teachers and between administrators and the teaching staff” (p. 157). Not only does
distrust impact collaboration, but distrust also inhibits the establishment of a culture of
change and sustained improvement.
Louis (2006) studied the effects of school culture on improvement and found that
trust was fundamental to any change or improvement process. This research explained
that low levels of trust make change, school culture, and any administrative-led agenda
much more difficult to accomplish. Teachers who distrust school administration view any
change initiative with suspicion. Louis concluded that trust was a precondition for
organizational change. Furthermore, administrators must focus on building trust with
teachers in order to develop a high-functioning school culture (Louis, 2006).
Principal Leadership and Trust Building
Leadership practices that build trust. Research on leadership and trust has
suggested certain leadership practices that develop high trust relationships in an
organization. Lapidot et al. (2007) posited that trust in organizational leaders can be
linked to previous behaviors. In fact, Ferrin, Bligh, and Kohles (2008) contended that
trust was positively associated with cooperation and past trust perceptions. Additionally,
practices based on transparency, integrity, benevolence, and professional aptitude have
been shown to create trusting work environments (Bartolomé, 1989; Bird et al., 2009;
Clark & Payne, 2006; Cosner, 2010; Covey, 2009; Hamm, 2011; Kannan-Narasiamhan &
Lawrence, 2012; Kouzes & Posner, 2011; Lapidot et al., 2007; Linden, 2010; Tarter &
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Hoy, 1998; Tschannen-Moran, 2009). Research by Clark and Payne (2006) found
“trustworthiness factors of ability, integrity, fairness, and openness as the four key
determinants of trust in leaders” (p. 1171). Bartolomé (1989) specified open
communication, support, fairness, competence, and predictability as contributing to trust
within organizations.
Other factors such as integrity, benevolence, and ability, as understood by the
trustee, impact perceived trustworthiness (Kannan-Narasimhan & Lawrence, 2012;
Lapidot et al., 2007). Research has positively linked authentic leadership characterized by
actions that are supportive, consistent, and aligned to espoused values with increased trust
(Beddoes-Jones, 2012; Bird et al., 2009). Bryk and Schneider (2003) further asserted that
respect, personal regard, competency, and personal integrity are linked to relational trust
between principals and teachers. Open, honest communication and information sharing
are also associated with trust building between leaders and followers (Kouzes & Posner,
2011; Linden, 2010). Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) detailed measures that leaders could
take to increase followers’ trust: perform competently, establish consistency,
communicate openly and honestly, delegate control, show concern for others, and
establish a common identity. Research has suggested that leaders whose practices are
based on clear communication, integrity, benevolence, and capability can develop more
trusting relationships in their organizations.
In addition to integrity, clarity, and competence, research has suggested other
leadership behaviors that increase trust in organizations: trustworthiness, honesty,
reliability, and care (Green, 2010; Kouzes & Posner, 2011; Linden, 2010; Tarter & Hoy,
1988). Taking a personal or supportive interest in others is associated with trust building
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and with creating a sense of belonging within the organization (Avolio & Gardner, 2005;
Bird et al., 2009; Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Connell, Ferres, & Travaglione, 2003; Linden,
2010). Bartolomé (1989) emphasized that support includes being approachable and
available to subordinates. Bhattacharya et al. (1998) suggested that creating a ‘common
identity’ within an organization can build trust among the members. Other research has
also noted that when leaders create a common culture with shared values, this enables a
more trusting atmosphere (Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001a). Research has recommended
particular leadership characteristics such as integrity, honesty, openness, benevolence,
competence, trustworthiness, and care for developing trusting relationships within an
organization.
Tarter and Hoy (1988), focusing specifically on school leaders, found
“consideration and institutional integrity were the major predictors of the faculty’s trust
in the principal. The principal who is friendly, supportive, open, and collegial in
interactions with teachers is able to command respect and trust from teachers” (p. 22).
Tschannen-Moran (2001) suggested that school administrators could increase trust
through collaboration and shared decision making. This research also emphasized,
however, the reciprocal nature of trust and collaboration maintaining that one could not
exist without the other (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Snowden and Gorton (2002)
recommended school leaders be objective and impartial and use good human relations
skills to build trust with faculty members.
In addition to collaboration, operant leadership behaviors have been shown to
impact trust in leadership. Rubin et al. (2010) found that basing both negative and
positive consequences contingently to desired behaviors and outcomes impacted trust.
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Specifically, the research asserted that contingent rewards built trust and resulted in
greater citizenship behaviors (Rubin et al., 2010). Also, these researchers found that
contingent consequences had a less negative impact on trust development than noncontingent consequences (Rubin et al., 2010). Therefore, leaders wishing to build trust
with subordinates would do well to tie rewards and consequences to desired behaviors
and outcomes.
Geist (2002) studied leadership and trust within elementary schools and
determined that an enabling bureaucracy increased faculty trust in the principal. This
study described enabling bureaucracy as a structure based on flexible rules,
decentralization, authentic communication, and encouragement (Geist, 2002). When an
administrator establishes an enabling bureaucracy, research has indicated that teachers
respond with increased trust in the leader (Geist, 2002).
The one leadership behavior, overall, that integrates these various behaviors and
characteristics is communication. Thomas, Zolin, and Hartman (2009) emphasized the
value of communication to trust building. Their research cautioned, however, that
communication must be “timely, accurate, and relevant” to increase followers’ trust in
supervisors (Thomas et al., 2009, p. 302). Bartolomé (1989) distinguished clear
communication in organizations to include explaining policies and decisions, giving clear
feedback, and not hoarding information. Vodicka (2006) contrasted open, professional
communication with rumors and informal networking.
Obstacles to building trust. With all of the external pressures schools face, there
exist numerous obstacles to trust building between teachers and administrators. Hicks
(2011) studied teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of the importance of various
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administrative supports. That study focused on 20 administrative supports. Teachers
ranked “trust me to use my own judgment to solve problems” third in importance,
whereas administrators ranked that same trust statement twelfth in importance. Hicks
(2011) highlights one glaring impediment to trust building: administrators fail to
comprehend its importance.
Research has also indicated that trust erosion has a greater impact on relationships
than does trust building (Lapidot et al., 2007). Among the various impediments to
building trust, Brewster and Railsback (2003) named arbitrary decision making and
ineffective communication as especially troublesome. Kramer (1999) associated unmet
expectations and the increased use of surveillance and monitoring systems with eroding
trust in various institutions. McKnight and Chervany (2001) documented the following
behaviors as trust-eroding: lack of cooperation, information distortion, formalized
agreements, increased controls (including monitoring, not accepting others’ influences,
and reducing autonomy), and elimination of interaction (or “business”) with the other
party.
Another obstacle for trust building of particular importance to schools is that of
expectation. Schools experience external, high expectations from governmental entities
and the public. If unmet, these expectations can lead to a broken trust with the public.
Ironically, Herting and Hamon (2004) pointed out that organizations that do not meet
these high expectations may face lower levels of trust than organizations with low
expectations that are met. Within the school, on the other hand, school leaders also face
expectations from students, parents, and staff. Herting and Hamon (2004) also asserted
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that day-to-day consistency in performance and meeting expectations can create more
stable levels of trust.
Many of the obstacles to trust building originate from the school leader, but there
are obstacles that emerge from subordinates. Bartolomé (1989) stated that self-protection
on the part of subordinates is one barrier to trust building because it limits open
communication between leaders and subordinates. This research also cited organizational
politics as a barrier to trust building as it can also undermine open, honest communication
(Bartolomé, 1989). Research using the trust game by Pillutla, Malhotra, and Murnighan
(2003) suggested that a lack of trust reciprocity on the part of the trustee would also lead
to a breakdown in organizational trust. This research further explained, though, that low
levels of initial trust/risk on the part of the trustor could produce a lack of trust reciprocity
(Pillutla et al., 2003).
The principal’s role in building trust. Because schools experience such public
scrutiny and lack of trust, principals bear a unique burden for establishing and building
trust with faculty members. In addition, Herting and Hamon (2004) pointed out the
asymmetrical nature of trust wherein authority and power imbalance may influence each
person’s level of trust. Research by Lount and Pettit (2012) indicated that supervisors,
because of their higher status, see others’ intentions as more benevolent and should
therefore initiate higher levels of initial trust. In terms of school relationships, teachers
(with lower status) would view administrators’ intentions as less benevolent and would
therefore grant lower levels of initial trust.
Furthermore, research has suggested that school leaders play an important role in
not only initiating trust between teachers and the principal but between the teachers as
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well (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Cosner, 2010; Linden, 2010; Tarter & Hoy, 1988;
Tschannen-Moran, 2009). Other research has pointed out that while anyone can develop
trust within an organization, principals are particularly responsible for assuring that trust
is built in the school (Green, 2010; Linden, 2010). Bryk and Schneider (2003) found that
actions taken by the principal, such as acting with respect and integrity, were
fundamental to the establishment of trust. They also asserted that the principal’s role in
the school is unique to establishing this trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). Research has
also suggested that in order for an atmosphere of professionalism to exist within a school,
the principal must establish trusting relationships with teachers (Tschannen-Moran,
2009). Due to the visibility and authority of the role, principals do indeed bear
responsibility for establishing and maintaining a trusting atmosphere within the school.
While knowing who is responsible for establishing trust is important, school
leaders must also understand how they can establish trust. Cosner’s research proposed
five leadership actions school leaders can take to develop trust: “increasing time for
teacher interaction, enhancing and expanding teacher interactions patterns, improving the
nature and quality of school-wide teacher interactions, strengthening work groups and
work tasks for collaboration and trust, and developing a culture of collaboration” (2010,
pp. 130-131). Sharing information and listening to teacher concerns both have been
shown to have a positive impact on trust development between administrators and
teachers (Frascone, 2011). Administrators who use collaborative supervision and
accessible, supportive leadership over an extended period of time are also shown to
improve the development of trusting relationships with teachers (Ebmeier & Niklaus,
1999; Colantonio, 2005). Other research has suggested that balancing concern with
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competence is crucial to developing trusting relationships (Cuddy, Kohut, & Neffinger,
2013). Shelton (2010) contends that trust is built by keeping promises over time. Other
research showed that including personnel in discussions and measures designed to make
changes and improvements also builds trust (Martin, 2006). As indicated by the research,
principals play a critical role in developing trust with teachers.
Rural Schools and Administration
The importance of research focus on rural administrators. As of fall 2010,
approximately 67% of all school children in the United States attended schools
designated as fringe rural, distant rural, or remote rural (U.S. Department of Education,
2011). Focusing specifically on the State of Tennessee, the rate of children attending
schools defined as rural rises to 73% (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). With such a
large percentage of children attending rural schools, research should address the distinct
leadership needs of rural school administrators.
Unfortunately, Ashton and Duncan (2012) asserted that the research base for rural
school leadership and the needs of rural principals remains scant. Browne-Ferrigno and
Allen (2006) also indicated that additional research on rural principal leadership was
necessary. Arnold, Newman, Gaddy, and Dean (2006) established that educational
leaders find little research conducted in rural settings.
Unique challenges of rural school districts and administrators. Principals and
school leaders in small, rural school districts face unique challenges. Research has
suggested that teacher recruitment and retention are persistent problems for
administrators in small, rural schools (Cray & Millen, 2010; Cruzeiro & Morgan, 2006;
Fusarelli & Militello, 2012; Lowe, 2006). Maranto and Shuls (2012) pointed out that
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principals in small, rural districts may be more concerned with simply filling vacancies
than in finding the best teachers. Other research revealed the tendency of some districts to
hire teachers from within the community, which may lead to a continuation of the status
quo rather than sustained improvement and change (Cray & Millen, 2010). BrowneFerrigno and Maynary (as cited in Fusarelli & Militello, 2012) described the difficulties
in finding principals who could improve student outcomes in rural, geographically
isolated districts.
Why are these vacancies so difficult to manage for administrators in small, rural
districts? Many of these schools face economic and geographic challenges (Cruzeiro &
Morgan, 2006). In addition, rural districts are disproportionately strained by funding
disparities and state regulations (Canales, Tejeda-Delgado, & Slate, 2008; Cray & Millen,
2010; Farmer, 2009; Williams & Nierengarten, 2011). Reeves (2003) asserted that small
school districts face additional economic challenges because they cannot benefit from
economies of scale. Diaz (2008) suggested that socioeconomic factors, which are
problems faced by districts of varying sizes throughout the nation, are of particular
concern to rural areas that have smaller tax bases and poorer constituents. While some
state and federal funding programs have attempted to address these disparities, Reeves
(2003) pointed out that small school districts may not have adequate personnel to actually
apply for the funds. In addition, monetary incentives for recruitment and hiring have not
shown the promised results in some states with primarily rural districts (Maranto &
Shuls, 2012). Rural districts may also be limited by local resistance to change (Cruzeiro
& Morgan, 2006). Finally, Farmer (2009) cited special interest groups, such as booster
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clubs, may wield a great deal of local political power that could impact leadership
decisions.
In the face of these regulatory, economic, social, and geographic factors, school
administrators in small, rural school districts must be especially adept at building
relationships and trust. Cray and Millen (2010) stressed the need for rural administrators
to be prepared with key skill sets, among them relationship building. Lowe (2006) also
underscored the need for rural administrators to ensure an environment of trust and
teacher empowerment. Fusarelli and Militello (2012) emphasized the specific need for
rural principals to have the skills necessary for building “productive professional
relationships” even with staff they would not choose. Another salient point developed in
this research found that rural principals, due to the political atmosphere of many rural
districts and their hard-to-staff locations, would not be able to fire and hire in the same
way a large district would (Fusarelli & Militello, 2012). Howley, Woodrum, Burgess, and
Rhodes (2009), in their research on culturally responsive leadership, also emphasized the
particular need for rural administrators to be adept at relationship building in order to
respond to the local culture and yet still pursue change initiatives.
Unfortunately, many rural administrators are not prepared for the particular
demands of an administrative position in a small, rural district. Wylie and Clark (as cited
in Canales et al., 2008) suggested that administrators in rural districts often perform many
different roles. Cruzeiro and Boone (2009) also identified a number of functions, from
educational leadership and teacher evaluation to playground supervision and mowing the
school lawn, as typical of the responsibilities of rural school administrators. “The reality
of the geography, access to resources, and relationship building in the rural community
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requires a commitment to outreach and time that is not anticipated by candidates lacking
personal and/or professional experience in rural settings” (Cray & Millen, 2010).
Research has also suggested that rural school administrators, with greater community
visibility, are often expected to serve as community role models in various capacities
(Cruzeiro & Boone, 2009).
Schools as Open Systems
The lens of open systems and systems thinking. The best method for examining
issues of trust between faculty members and administrators in schools is through the lens
of systems thinking. Adams and Forsyth (2009) suggested that “administrators and
policymakers need to view schools as dynamic organizations that are part of larger social
systems” (p. 127) in order to develop more systemic reforms. By viewing the school as
an open system, what develops is a complete picture of external and internal forces that
interact in distinct ways (Green, 2009). Johnson, Kast, and Rosenzweig (1964) asserted
that management of social-systems, such as schools, were made up of “a system of
cultural interrelationships” (p. 371).
The open systems theory of organizations, as shown in Figure 2, proposes that
systems are composed of five parts: inputs, a transformation process, feedback, outputs,
and the environment (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004). In a school setting, students would
be considered the inputs. But Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004) asserted that personnel,
federal and state mandates, and financing would also be considered inputs. Teaching
leadership, and curriculum would all represent a part of the transformation process.
Feedback, according to Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004), “is information concerning the
outputs or the process of the organization that influences the selection of inputs during
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the next cycle” (p. 36). Because schools generate knowledge, educated students, would
be the outputs. But Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004) also documented other outputs such
as employee growth, dropout rates, turnover, and employee-management relations.
Finally, the environment consists of all of the “social, political, and economic forces” that
influence the organization (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004, p. 36).

Environment
Organization

Inputs

Transformation Process

Outputs

(Feedback)

Figure 2. Katz & Kahn Open Systems Model (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004)

All open systems are composed of subsystems, yet systems thinkers emphasize
that one should view the whole rather than focusing on the subsystems (Johnson et al.,
1964; Kast & Rosenzweig, 1972). Metz (2012) affirmed that “the whole can differ from
the sum of its parts, often in unexpected ways” (p. 6). Jackson (2009) stated that complex
systems can often act in contrary, counter-intuitive ways. Spruill, Keney, and Kaplan
(2001) asserted that an organization cannot be fully understood by simply looking at its
subsystems, but must instead be examined in its whole form. Other research emphasized
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the necessity of understanding the interactions and complexity of the subsystems within
this structure while at the same time seeing the whole (Spruill et al., 2001; Werhane,
2008). In fact, Prevette (2003) stated that “system thinkers, instead, focus on the whole,
paying attention to the interactions between the parts rather than the parts themselves” (p.
33). Werhane (2008) also confirmed that a systems approach accepts that all the
subsystems within an organization are interconnected.
Not only are systems made up of interconnected subsystems, but open systems
also interact dynamically with their environments (Betz & Mitroff, 1974; Johnson et al.,
1964; Kast & Rosenzweig, 1972; Spruill et al., 2001). Jackson (2009) portrayed this
relationship as a system interacting within a larger system and composed of smaller
(individual) systems. Werhane (2008) described interactions between systems and other
systems and between systems and the environment that resulted in sometimes
unpredictable changes. Schools, in particular, deal with students, parents, and community
members. More than that, however, schools must also contend with political pressures
from local, state, and federal mandates. The interactions between subsystems, between
the system and its environment, and between the subsystems and the system can be
understood best through the charting of feedback loops (Dutta, 2001; Kast &
Rosenzweig, 1972; Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004; Prevette, 2003). Spruill et al. (2001)
emphasized the superiority of causal feedback loops over traditional cause-and-effect
models for explaining the complex behaviors and interrelationships in organizations.
In addition to a greater understanding of the total organization provided by an
open systems theory approach, systems thinking specifically provides valuable insight for
making decisions (Dutta, 2001; Johnson et al., 1964). Kensler, Reames, Murray, and

55

Patrick (2011) observed that using causal loop diagrams allows organizations to move
from opinion-based decision making toward evidence-based decision making. Kast and
Rosenzweig (1972) stated that systems thinking allowed users to have a fuller
understanding of the organization and therefore could make more appropriate decisions.
Other research has shown that systems diagrams permit leaders to see all the important
variable and interactions to find the best point of leverage (Jackson, 2009). Spruill et al.
(2001) thoroughly described how reinforcing feedback loops, balancing feedback loops,
and delays, once identified, can clarify complex patterns and dynamic relationships to
make them recognizable and provide information for taking appropriate action.
While systems thinking aids in the process of making decisions, the theory could
likewise be instrumental in the change process (Fullan, 2005; Johnson et al., 1964).
Fullan (2005) focused on the practical application of systems thinking in schools for
sustained improvement. Viewing a school or district as a system allows administrators to
diagnose problems and devise solutions that are focused and sustainable (Fullan, 2005;
Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2004). Senge (2006) stated that organizations often do not take
advantage of the change leverage, because individuals become too focused on their own
part within the system. The value in understanding these systems, though, is finding the
leverage for change and for making better decisions (Senge, 2006). Gregory (2007)
asserted that understanding and controlling the variables between the subsystems allows
managers to gain benefits for the system as a whole. Checkland (1985) described how
systems establish cultural and procedural norms that lead those within the system to only
notice facts that perpetuate those norms. This research also asserted that when facts are
examined in comparison to the system’s norms, then change can take place (Checkland,
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1985). Other research also supported systems theory as a force for change by illuminating
the dynamics of the present situation and suggesting alternatives that would improve
results (Stroh, 2008). Stroh (2008) pointed out that by understanding the interdependent
nature of the system, leaders can use leverage to change key relationships that will make
the system more effective. Fullan (2005) summarized it best saying leaders must “use the
system to develop itself” (p. 93). Leaders looking to implement and sustain change,
therefore, would be wise to employ systems theory to leverage the change initiative.
Due to the constant pressure for change and improvement, school leaders,
specifically, could benefit from the use of systems thinking. Kensler et al. (2011)
described the use of systems thinking tools for better analysis and understanding of data.
In fact, McAdams (1997) pointed out that schools, due to their organizational structure,
resist reform efforts and would benefit from viewing issues from a more systemic
approach. This article also stated that leaders “must be able to practice the skills of team
learning and systems thinking” in order to make and sustain school improvement
(McAdams, 1997, p. 141). Jenkins (2008) emphasized the importance of systemic
transformation over additional programs and spending to adequately address the public’s
demand for increasingly higher standards. This article identifies several structural flaws
within the education system that deal with student accountability, evaluation and data,
program implementation, and curriculum alignment (Jenkins, 2008). Green (2010)
acknowledged that school leaders should be mindful of the interactions between faculty
members and should foster trustful relationships that motivate teachers to “work
cooperatively to address the needs of the students…and respond to a variety of external
environmental factors” (p. 88). Green (2009) also enumerated several factors, including
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leader behavior and power distribution, as factors impacting the function of the school as
an open social system.
The Fixes that Fail archetype. In order for school leaders to find critical points
of leverage within a system, it is helpful to use causal loop diagrams and archetypes.
Several generic archetypes surface in much of the systems thinking literature (Senge,
2006; Senge, et al., 1994; Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 2000). The archetype
of “Fixes that Fail” or “Fixes that Backfire” best captures the complex problem of trust
erosion. The fundamental problem, as shown in Figure 3, begins with low levels of trust
between school leaders and school staff. As the cycle continues, administrators attempt to
solve symptomatic problems by developing more rules, regulations, and procedures. As
Senge et al. (2000) pointed out, the short term consequence of dealing with symptomatic
problems is a temporary fix. So at first the rules, regulations, and procedures will have
the effect of modifying teacher behavior and seemingly improves school climate. The
delay on Figure 3 depicts this period of short-term goodwill. The reinforcing loop, also
shown in Figure 3, illustrates the negative long-term consequences of focusing on
symptomatic solutions. In the case of trust, applying new rules and regulations has the
unintended long-term effect of further eroding trust, diminishing collaboration, and
lowering student achievement.
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Fix: Additional
rules, regulations
and procedures

Problem: Low levels of
trust between faculty
and administration

DELAY
Unintended Consequences:
Increased Resentment
Further Trust Erosion
Lower Levels of Collaboration
Lower Student Achievement

Figure 3. “Fixes That Fail” Archetype (Senge, 2006).

Dealing with this particular archetype has definite challenges. Senge (2006)
emphasized that leaders should focus on fundamental problems, only using short-term
fixes to create the time and space for long-term solutions. School administrators can also
generate awareness among the faculty and staff of the fundamental problem and longterm consequences (Senge et al., 2000). While the problem may be crying out for
attention, leaders must remember that this strategy actually has the unintended
consequence of ultimately making the problem worse (Senge et al., 1994). As difficult as
leaders may find this, continuing to apply the same remedy will only cause the trouble to
accumulate (Senge et al., 1994). The premise of this research has demonstrated that when
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school administrators focus on the long-term goal of developing trust with the faculty and
staff, that atmosphere will produce greater collaboration and risk-taking that will result in
increased student achievement.
Leader-Member Exchange Theory
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) Theory, first conceptualized by Dansereau,
Cashman, and Graen in 1973 as Verticle-Dyad Linkage, suggests that effective leadership
is composed of multiple dyad relationships within an organization that differ in quality
and have an impact on organizational outcomes (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden et al.,
2006; Naidoo et al., 2010; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997). Researchers have studied LMX in
conjunction with supervisor trust and organizational citizenship behavior (Deluga, 1994;
Ilies, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007), implicit theories and self-schemas (Engle & Lord,
1997), team performance (Liden et al., 2006; Naidoo et al., 2011), and trust (Gomez &
Rosen, 2001; Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008). Gerstner and Day (1997) found strong
correlations between LMX Theory and positive organizational outcomes for both leaders
and members such as greater satisfaction and stronger commitment. LMX Theory was
also conceived as a negotiated role in that members, through consistent high
performance, are granted latitude by leaders (Amogbokpa, 2010).
The central focus of Leader-Member Exchange Theory is the relationship within
the dyad. Gerstner and Day (1997) asserted that “according to LMX, the quality of the
relationship that develops between a leader and a follower is predictive of outcomes at
the individual, group, and organizational level of analysis” (p. 827). Bauer and Green
(1996) stated that LMX development equated to a trust building process. Due to the
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importance of relationships, especially those between leaders and followers, LeaderMember Exchange Theory addresses the complexity of trust within an organization.
Leader-Member Exchange Relationships. Engle and Lord (1997) emphasized
the importance of understanding the Leader-Member Exchange relationship. Research
has indicated that LMX relationships change and develop over time, and the quality of
the exchanges can become differentiated within a group (Naidoo et al., 2010). Liden et
al., (2006) found that differentiation in LMX relationships between members in an
organization affected members of high quality LMX dyads differently than those
members of low quality dyads. Their research asserted that "differentiation and individual
performance were positively related for low LMX members, but not related for high
LMX members" (Liden et al., 2006). Naidoo et al.,(2010) also tested LMX differentiation
and affirmed that differentiation and group performance were positively related.
When examining LMX dyads, researchers have questioned whether they should
be categorized as transactional or transformational. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) asserted
that LMX relationships begin as transactional and become increasingly transformational
as they mature. The research has distinguished between material exchanges, which are
transactional in nature and rely on compensation and contracts, and social exchanges,
which are transformational in nature and involve more psychological aspects (Graen &
Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Low quality LMX relationships. Transactional relationships equate to low
quality LMX dyads. Low quality LMX relationships are characterized by obligation
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997), and formalized roles (Graen & UhlBien, 1995). Specifically, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) described low quality ("stranger
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phase") LMX dyads as contractual in that "leaders provide followers only with what they
need to perform, and followers behave only as required and do only their prescribed job"
(p. 230). Sparrowe and Liden (1997) further distinguished low-LMX relationships as
“characterized in terms of economic (contractual) exchanges” (p. 523). Leaders develop
low quality LMX dyads with subordinates who often demonstrate poor skills, ability, or
motivation (Naidoo et al., 2010).
High quality LMX relationships. Leaders often engage in high quality
relationships with subordinates based on the ability and performance of the subordinate
(Naidoo et al., 2010). In return, leaders grant them greater support and more challenging
tasks (Naidoo et al., 2010) or provide additional resources and information (Wayne,
Shore, & Liden, 1997). Followers then respond by engaging in activities that go beyond
their job description (Ilies et al., 2007). Wayne et al. (1997) proposed that the "greater the
perceived value of the tangible and intangible commodities exchanged, the higher the
quality of the LMX relationship" (p. 84). High quality leader-member exchange
relationships, therefore, contribute to organizational effectiveness through innovation and
performance because members feel greater loyalty and obligation to the leader (Ilies et
al., 2007).
Gerstner and Day (1997) asserted that high quality LMX relationships were
correlated with an overall better work experience. In fact, research has suggested that "the
potential for more high quality relationship development (partnerships) would increase
the potential for more effective leadership and expanded organizational capability"
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995, p. 229). Ilies et al. (2007) found a moderately strong
relationship between LMX relationships and organizational citizenship behaviors. In
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addition, followers within this level of relationship feel greater freedom to take initiative
and risks to the good of the organization, and they exhibit greater organizational
citizenship behaviors (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Developing and improving LMX relationships. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995)
described one model of dyadic partnership building as a process for improving leadermember relationships. That research highlighted three stages of relationship
development: (1) the stranger phase, (2) the acquaintance phase, and (3) mature
partnerships phase (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). The stranger phase correlates to low
quality LMX relationships, and the mature partnership phase correlates to the high
quality LMX relationships. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) described interactions during the
stranger phase as formal and exchanges as economic and contractual. Mature
partnerships, however, are characterized by loyalty, reciprocity, trust, and obligation. The
acquaintance phase becomes a critical point in the process, as addressed by Graen and
Uhl-Bien, because "those dyads who do not develop to the mature stage eventually fall
back to the first stage" (p. 232). A pivotal key in the entire process is the "offer" to
strengthen and develop the LMX relationship (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Graen and Scandura (1987) described a similar three phase model of LMX
improvement: (1) role-taking, (2) role-making, and (3) role-routinization. During the
role-taking stage, the leader assigns responsibilities to subordinates and assesses
outcomes as a test of the individual’s abilities and motivation. The feedback received by
the leader then informs his or her next move. Graen and Scandura (1987) clarify that “in
this stage, the superior acts and the member reacts” (p. 181). The next stage, role-making,
continues the process of LMX development as the leader provides additional

63

opportunities and more responsibility (Graen & Scandura, 1987). The member’s
performance and motivation build trust with the leader and further cement the
relationship (Graen & Scandura, 1987). Additionally, research has indicated that “a set of
understandings governing appropriate transactions is developed” (Graen & Scandura,
1987, p. 182). Finally, the role-routinization stage features clear mutual expectations that
Graen and Scandura call “dyadic understandings”. The relationship at this point is
reciprocal and demonstrates high levels of respect, trust, support, and honesty (Graen &
Scandura, 1987).
Liden et al. (2006) noted that within an organization with high levels of LMX
differentiation, members with low quality LMX relationships may increase their effort
and productivity to also improve their relationship with their supervisor. Naidoo et al.
(2010) asserted that LMX ratings improved over time. They further suggested that the
source of this improvement “might reflect the leader’s judicial rewarding of high
individual performance or commitment with favorable LMX relationships, rather than
high ability” (Naidoo et al., 2010, p. 355). In contrast, Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995)
asserted that leaders should provide opportunities for all members of the organization to
develop high quality relationships in order to maximize organizational effectiveness.
Wech (2001) studied the effects of group-level trust, however, and found no significant
impact on performance outcomes. This finding, in addition to much of the LMX Theory
research, supported the use of individual level leader-member exchanges as the theoretic
foundation for studying the connection between trust and outcomes.
Leader-member exchange and trust. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) suggested that
as relationships develop they move from low quality LMX relationships to become high
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quality LMX relationships based on increasing levels of trust. Research has also indicated
that high quality LMX dyads display high levels of trust, cooperation, and mutual respect
(Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008; Walumbwa, Cropanzano &
Goldman, 2011). Gomez and Rosen (2001) indicated that increased trust and high quality
LMX relationships granted special treatment from managers. Trust can, in fact, be
considered a special treatment within a social exchange model (Amogbokpa, 2010).
Special treatment from managers comes in the form of greater responsibility and more
support, which the follower perceives as empowerment (Gomez & Rosen, 2001).
Trust has many dimensions, and research has indicated that different dimensions
may be significant for low quality relationships than for high quality relationships
(Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008). This research tested the presence of calculus-based trust
and identification-based trust in low and high quality LMX relationships (Scandura &
Pellegrini, 2008). Scandura and Pellegrini (2008) noted that, contrary to earlier research,
calculus-based trust exists in all levels of LMX relationships and exhibits a curvilinear
relationship to LMX. Identification-based trust, however, is directly related to LMX and
increases as the quality of LMX increases (Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008).
Scandura and Pellegrini (2008) found that LMX relationships, whether high
quality or low quality, could be vulnerable to trust violations. The presence of calculusbased trust throughout the range of LMX relationships indicates that leaders and
members continue to weigh costs and benefits of the relationship, and leaders should not
take high quality relationships for granted (Scandura & Pellegrini, 2008). This finding
highlights the importance of trust building and trust maintenance in organizations.
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Summary
This literature review included and synthesized the research literature germane to
the topics of perceived trust, trust building activities, and principal leadership.
Specifically, this chapter focused on trust and distrust, principal leadership and trust
building, rural schools and administration, schools as open systems, and Leader-Member
Exchange Theory. Trust, as portrayed in the literature, is a necessary component within
any high-functioning organization. Of particular importance to this research, trust plays a
vital role in schools. Trust facilitates collaboration and clear communication, encourages
risk-taking, and creates greater capacity for improving student achievement. Distrust,
however, distorts communication, diverts creative energies toward self-protection, and
creates lower capacity for improving student achievement. The onus is on school leaders
to engender trust with teachers and staff. Leader-Member Exchange Theory establishes
that school leaders can improve the level of trust at the organizational level by developing
high-quality exchanges with each member of the faculty and staff. Simply applying
additional policies and procedures, rather than doing the hard work of developing trust,
will have the adverse long-term effect of eroding trust even further.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
This research incorporates four essential facets. First, a survey will be used to
determine teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the existence of trust in their
school and to gauge the degree to which trust building activities are occurring in each
school. Second, statistical analyses should reveal the extent to which the various trust
antecedents influence teacher-administrator trust. Next, this research questions whether
the trustee antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability) or the
trustor antecedent (propensity to trust) more significantly affect teacher-administrator
trust. Finally, this study seeks to determine if any differences exist in students’
educational outcomes between schools with high levels of trust and schools with low
levels of trust. Further analysis incorporates the possible mediating factors of school
characteristics such as school type, percent minority, and percent free-reduced lunch.
This chapter explains the methodology to be used in this research study. In addition, the
chapter contains information on the population and sample, the survey instrument, and
the educational outcomes indicator. The data analysis process is also described.
Research Design
The quantitative methodology to be used for this research is based on an online
survey instrument which will be sent to the participating teachers and administrators
through an email link. Teachers and administrators will complete the School LeaderMember Trust Survey, which includes questions gauging individual perceptions about the
existence of trust within the school and perceptions about the frequency of trust-building
activities occurring in his or her school based on the trustee and trustor antecedents to
trust. The comparative data from these surveys will be analyzed in four different tests. In
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the first analysis, the data will be examined through multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) and univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) processes to compare the
dependent variable of trust perception (principals’ mean perceptions and teachers’ mean
perceptions) over the independent variable of trustee antecedents: (a) benevolence, (b)
integrity, (c) competence, and (d) predictability. Next, correlations will be run between
trustor propensity to trust and the four trustee antecedents: (a) benevolence, (b) integrity,
(c) competence, and (d) predictability. The third test will be an independent t-test
comparing the schools with high levels of trust to those with low levels of trust to
determine if a statistically significant difference exists in school-level Average Growth
Indicators (AGI) as reported by the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System. The final
analysis will include correlations between the trust variables and AGI computed by
subgroups and compared using the Fisher r to z transformation. To determine the impact
of trust on students’ educational outcomes, this study is guided by the following research
questions:
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between teachers’ perceptions of
trustee and trustor antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability,
and propensity to trust) and principals’ perceptions of these trust antecedents as
measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
2. What is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability) and propensity to trust as measure by
the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
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3. Are there differences in educational outcomes (AGIs) between schools with high
levels of teacher-administrator trust and schools with low levels of teacheradministrator trust?
4. What is the strength of the relationship between educational outcomes (as
measured by AGIs) and the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and propensity to trust) when mediated by school
characteristics such as school type, percent minority, and percent free-reduced
lunch?
Participants
The potential participants for this study will be administrators and teachers from
86 schools in 14 rural school districts in southwest Tennessee. The schools participating
in this study have been chosen based on convenience sampling and their designation as
rural school districts. Due to the size of the sample and the range of school types within
the sample, this research should generalize to the larger population of rural schools in
Tennessee.
Of the sample schools, one is designated a primary school which serves children
in grades pre-kindergarten through second grade. The sample also includes 38 elementary
schools. These schools, featuring various grade configurations, serve children in grades
pre-kindergarten through sixth grade. The majority of the elementary schools encompass
grades pre-kindergarten through fifth grade. The next level within the sample includes
those designated as middle schools. Fifteen middle schools, serving children in grades 5
or 6 through 8, will be included in the research study. Fifteen high schools, containing
grades 9 through 12, will also be in the sample. Several schools considered multi-level
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will also be included. Within the multi-level group, 15 schools would be considered
elementary-middle and serve children from grades pre-kindergarten or kindergarten
through 8. The next schools within the multi-level group would be classified as middlehigh. Two schools within the sample serve children in grades seven through twelve.
Instrument
The School Leader-Member Trust Survey consisted of 54 questions in two
sections. The first section, consisting of 7 questions, asked for basic demographic
information including school type, position status, gender, length of career in years, and
number of years at this particular school. The second section sought to quantify the
perceptions of school administrators and teachers about the existence of trust and the
frequency of trust-development activities occurring in the school based on the four trustee
antecedents and the one trustor antecedent.
The second section, which measured school administrators’ and teachers’
perceptions about the existence of trust between teachers and administrators in the
school, included 47 statements focusing on the antecedents of trust. This section of the
survey used a 6-point, Likert-type scale from which participants chose a level of
agreement from (1) “strongly disagree”, (2) “disagree”, (3) “slightly disagree”, (4)
“slightly agree”, (5) “agree”, or (6) “strongly agree”. The survey measured the perceived
existence of trust with regard to trustee antecedents through statements such as
“Administration has expressed concern for a faculty member” and “Teachers can rely on
the administrators in this school”. Statements focusing on the trustor’s perceived
propensity to trust included “People generally tell the truth” and “I tend to be suspicious
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of other people’s intentions”. Measuring both trustee and trustor antecedents allowed for
a complete picture of perceived trust levels in each school.
Eleven of the questions on the survey measured the presence of the trust
antecedent benevolence (Table 1). Research defined benevolence as “the extent to which
a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor” (Lapidot et al., 2007, p. 18). These
survey items directly addressed the level of concern, care, and support perceived to be
shown by school administrators. Specifically, the survey included statements such as
“Teachers in our school know that administrators care about them” and “Administrators
recognize faculty members for their accomplishments”. Statements of recognition, care,
and support aligned with the scope of research defining benevolence.
The next trust antecedent, integrity, was addressed in 12 of the survey items as
shown on Table 1. Integrity has been characterized as “honesty and moral character”
(Butler, 1991, p. 646) and “making good faith agreements, telling the truth, and fulfilling
promises” (McKnight & Chervany, 2001) and congruent values (Bromiley & Cummings,
1995). Research by Burke et al., (2007) emphasized the importance of integrity in
particular because subordinates are less likely to support goals espoused by leaders
perceived to lack integrity. Statements addressing integrity included “Administrators at
this school lead by example” and “Conflict is handled openly and resolved in a timely
manner”. The survey items focusing on integrity measured the extent to which school
administrators were perceived to be honest, authentic, and transparent.
Table 1 lists the nine survey items that measured the concept of competence.
Research identified a number of leadership behaviors associated with competence,
including creating enabling work structures (Burke et al., 2007), professionalism
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(Svensson, 2006), expertise (Rousseau et al., 1998), as well as technical and interpersonal
skills (Kim, Cooper, Dirks, & Ferrin, 2013). Items quantifying subjects’ perceptions
regarding the competence of school administrators include “Administrators in this school
have the appropriate skills and credentials to do the job” and “Administrators have
communicated a sense of direction and established clear priorities”. Questions in the
survey sought to measure the perceived expertise and skills of administrators that would
build trust with teachers.
Within the survey, seven questions, recorded on Table 1, addressed the concept of
predictability. Predictability has been defined as “consistent enough to be forecasted”
(McKnight & Chervany, 2001, p. 31), behaviors that were committed and consistent
(Azodi, 2006; Burke et al., 2007, Falcone & Castelfranchi, 2001a), and actions that were
dependable enough to lead to positive expectations (Bhattacharya, et al., 1998; Rousseau
et al., 1998;). Lewicki and Tomlinson (2003) emphasized that consistent behaviors also
support the impression of having integrity. Mayer et al. (1995), however, pointed out that
while predictability was a necessary component of trust, it was insufficient in and of itself
to build trust. The survey measured predictability with statements such as “Teachers can
count on administrators to act in a consistent manner” and “Procedures for teacher
evaluation are consistent”.
The next trust antecedent, trustor propensity to trust, was measured by eight
survey questions as shown on Table 1. Research has defined propensity to trust as a
stable individual trait that generally assumes others to be trustworthy and benevolent
across various situations (Chiaburu & Lim, 2007; Chughtai & Buckley, 2008; Tremblay,
Vandenberghe, & Doucet, 2012). Gill et al. (2005) differentiated between the
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dispositional nature of trust propensity and the behavioral nature of choosing to trust.
Survey questions that addressed the antecedent of propensity to trust included the
statements “People are usually predictable and consistent” and “I tend to be suspicious of
other people’s intentions”. These survey items sought to measure the trustor’s disposition
or propensity to trust.
One concern discussed in research regarding surveys was the possibility of
response bias. Brandenburg and Whitney (1972) described the response bias of
acquiescence as a general tendency to answer survey questions in an affirmative manner.
Other research indicated that Likert-type scales can be especially susceptible to the
acquiescence phenomenon (Welkensuysen-Gybels, Billiet, & Cambré, 2003). Greenleaf
(1992) identified the concept of yeasaying/naysaying as “the general tendency to agree or
disagree with statements and questions independent of specific item content” (p. 176). In
order to neutralize the effects of acquiescence responses, several survey items were
negatively worded and reverse scored. One of the items focusing on benevolence,
“Administrators are usually self-promoting”, was reverse scored since it was written as a
negative statement. Another survey item that measured integrity, “Teachers at this school
have trouble being candid with administrators”, was also negatively stated and reverse
scored. By varying positively and negatively worded statements, the bias of acquiescence
was counterbalanced in the survey responses.
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Table 1
School Leader-Member Survey Question Distributions

Trustor
Antecedent:
Propensity to
Trust

Trustee
Antecedent:
Benevolence

Trustee
Antecedent:
Integrity

Trustee
Antecedent:
Competence

Trustee
Antecedent:
Predictability

5
14
17
21
26
30
31
32

9
11
15
16
22
23
27
37
42
43

1
2
8
13
18
20
28
34
36
41
44
47

3
7
10
19
24
35
39
45
46

4
12
25
29
33
38
40

Reliability and Validity of Instrument
The School Leader-Member Trust Survey has been developed by combining and
modifying several different trust and school climate surveys: The North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey-Teacher Only Items and The North Carolina
Teacher Working Conditions Survey-Principal Only Items (State Board of Education of
North Carolina, 2012), the Principal Trust Scale (Tschannen-Moran, 1999), the “Trust in
Principal” subscale of the Comprehensive Teacher Trust Scales (Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999), and the “Collegial Leadership” subscale of the School Climate Index
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 2006). Reliability for The North Carolina Teacher Working
Conditions Survey, for both the teacher items and principal items, was calculated using
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Cronbach’s alpha, and all factors “are reliable with alphas above 0.8” (New Teacher
Center, 2008, p. 4). The “Trust in Principal” subscale of the Comprehensive Teacher
Trust Scales instrument developed by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran exhibits a reliability of
0.98 using Cronbach’s alpha (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2007). Finally, the “Collegial
Leadership” subscale of the School Climate Index had an alpha reliability of 0.98
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 2006).
Data Collection
Permission to conduct research will be obtained by the Institutional Review Board
for Human Subjects Research at the University of Memphis. Also, permission will be
attained from the superintendents of the school districts within the research study. Once
permission is granted by superintendents, subjects will be invited to participate in this
research study via email. Within each school, all administrators will be contacted.
Additionally, all department-level or grade-level chairpersons will be included. It is
anticipated that data collection will span a 2-week period.
The email will contain a link to the survey in Google Docs, and subjects will be
able to complete the survey entirely online. Included in the link, prior to the start of the
survey, will be the informed consent letter. Participants will be notified that all the
information obtained in this research investigation will be used for the sole purpose of
academic study. In addition, names of subjects, schools, or school locations will not be
disclosed. Data obtained from these surveys will be connected to individual schools but
not to individual subjects. Subjects will remain entirely anonymous. Finally, participation
in the survey will be entirely voluntary, and respondents will be informed that they may
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exit the survey at any time without penalty. Results can be made available to school or
district officials upon request.
Data Analysis
Data from completed surveys will be used for statistical analysis. The first tests to
be conducted with the data, as shown on Table 2, will be a multivariate analysis of
variance (MANOVA) and a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine the
relationship of the dependent variable of trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and propensity to trust) to the independent variables of trust
perception between teachers and administrators. This will evaluate whether a statistically
significant difference exists between teachers’ perceptions and administrators’
perceptions of trust as measured by the trustee and trustor antecedents. Next, correlations
will determine the relationship of the variable trustor propensity to trust to four trustee
antecedents of benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability. The third analysis,
an independent t-test, will determine whether there is a statistically significant difference
between high-trust schools and low-trust schools in each school’s Average Growth Index
(AGI) as published by the Tennessee Department of Education’s Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS). This will reveal whether trust in fact influences student
outcomes. Finally, correlations between the trust variables and AGI will be computed by
subgroups and compared using the Fisher r to z transformation to determine the strength
of the relationship between AGI and the five trust antecedents as mediated by school
characteristics such as school type, percentage of minority students, and percentage of
low income students as measured by free/reduced lunch rates.
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Table 2
Analysis Method by Research Question

Question Number

Research Question

Research Methodology

Research Question 1

Is there a statistically significant
difference between teachers’
perceptions of trust antecedents
(benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust) and principals’
perceptions of trustee antecedents
as measured by the School
Leader-Member Trust Survey?

Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) and Univariate
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
of perceptions (teachers and
administrators) over the trustee
and trustor antecedents
(benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust)

Research Question 2

What is the relationship between
the four trustee antecedents
(benevolence, integrity,
competence, and predictability)
and propensity to trust as
measured by the School LeaderMember Trust Survey?

Correlations between propensity
to trust and the four trustee
antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and
predictability)

Research Question 3

Are there differences in
educational outcomes (AGIs)
between schools with high levels
of teacher-administrator trust and
schools with low levels of
teacher-administrator trust?

Independent t-test comparing the
independent variable of trust (high
and low) and the dependent
variable of educational outcomes

Research Question 4

What is the strength of the
relationship between educational
outcomes (as measured by AGIs)
and the five trust antecedents
(benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust) when
mediated by school characteristics
such as school type, percent
minority, and percent freereduced lunch?

Correlations between the trust
variables and AGI computed by
subgroups and compared using the
Fisher r to z transformation
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Summary
This chapter explained the methodology used for this research study. Both the
survey instrument and the population sample were described. In addition to describing
the survey instrument, details regarding the reliability and validity of the instrument were
given. Data collection and analysis procedures were also clarified.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between facultyadministrative trust and student achievement reflected in each school’s Average Growth
Indicator (AGI). Trust levels were determined by measuring the degree of presence of
four trustee antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability) and one
trustor antecedent (propensity to trust). The study further investigated the possible
mediating effects of school characteristics such as school type (elementary or secondary),
percent minority, and percent poverty (as measured by free and reduced lunch rates) on
the relationship between faculty-administrative trust and student achievement. This
chapter describes the sample population and presents results from the analysis of data
based on the following research questions:
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between teachers’ perceptions of
trustee and trustor antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability,
and propensity to trust) and principals’ perceptions of these trust antecedents as
measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
2.

What is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability) and propensity to trust as measure by
the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?

3. Are there differences in educational outcomes as measured by Average Growth
Indicators (AGIs) between schools with high levels of teacher-administrator trust
and schools with low levels of teacher-administrator trust?
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4. What is the strength of the relationship between educational outcomes (AGIs) and
the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust) when mediated by school characteristics such as school type,
percent minority, and percent poverty (as measured by free-reduced lunch rates)?
Description of the Sample
The sample was composed of 109 teachers and 46 administrators from 49 schools
in rural schools districts located throughout Southwest Tennessee. The demographic
characteristics of the sample are presented on Table 3. Of the total respondents in the
sample (N = 155), 20.6% of the respondents (n = 32) were male and 79.4% of the
respondents (n = 123) were female. When grouped based on years in education, 15.4% of
the respondents (n = 24) had zero to five years of experience, 21.3% of the respondents (n
= 33) had six to 10 years of experience, and 63.2% of the respondents (n = 98) had 11 or
more years of experience. The sample was also grouped based on the number of years
spent working at their current school, with 38% of the respondents (n = 59) reporting zero
to five years at this school, 31.6% of the respondents (n = 49) reporting six to 10 years at
this school, and 30.4% of the respondents (n = 47) reporting 11 or more years at this
school. Finally, the sample was grouped according to how many years each individual
had been in his or her current position. Sixty-seven respondents (43.2%) had zero to five
years of experience in their current position, 39 respondents (25.2%) had six to 10 years
of experience in their current position, 46 respondents (29.7%) had more than 11 years of
experience in their current position, and three respondents (1.9%) chose not to respond to
this question.
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Table 3
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Characteristic

f

Educational Role
Administrator
Teacher

%

46
109

29.7
70.3

32
123

20.6
79.4

Years Current Position
First Year
1-5 Years
6 -10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
More than 20 Years
Not Answered.

11
56
39
13
13
20
3

7.1
36.1
25.2
8.4
8.4
12.9
1.9

Years at Current School
First Year
1-5 Years
6 -10 Years
11-15 Years
16-20 Years
More than 20 Years

14
45
49
10
20
17

9.0
29.0
31.6
6.5
12.9
11.0

Years in Education
First Year
1-5 Years
6 -10 Years
11-20 Years
More than 20 Years

1
23
33
49
49

0.6
14.8
21.3
31.6
31.6

Gender
Male
Female
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Findings
Research question 1. The results applicable to the first research question
measuring the difference in teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the trust
antecedents are found in Tables 4 and 5. As shown in Table 4, each of the four scales and
propensity to trust were computed for all respondents as well as the subgroups of
administrators and teachers. For all the trust antecedents, administrators’ responses were
slightly higher than teachers’ responses and slightly higher than the overall means.
Although there was no statistically significant difference observed on the set of all five
means at the multivariate level (F(5, 149) = 1.27, p = 0.28, p2 = 0.04),

statistically significant differences between administrators and teachers at the univariate
level were observed for four of the scales constituting the Leader-Member Trust Survey.
As shown in Table 5, these were, namely, Benevolence (F(1, 153) = 4.75, p = 0.03, p2 =
0.03); Integrity (F(1, 153) = 5.97, p = 0.03, p2= 0.04); Competence (F(1, 153) = 4.20, p
= 0.04, p2 = 0.03), and Predictability. (F(1, 153) = 5.38, p = 0.02, p2 = 0.03). No
statistically significant difference was observed, however, between teachers and administrators on
the measure of Propensity to Trust (F(1, 153) = 2.55, p = 0.11, p2 = 0.02).
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Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations for Four Measures of Perceived Trust and a Measure of
the Propensity to Trust among Administrator and Teacher Subgroups

Scale

All
(N = 155)

Administrators
(n = 46)

Teachers
(n = 109)

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Benevolence

4.65

1.08

4.93

0.84

4.53

1.15

Integrity

4.62

0.90

4.89

0.70

4.51

0.95

Competence

4.61

0.89

4.83

0.73

4.51

0.94

Predictability

4.39

0.81

4.62

0.69

4.29

0.84

Propensity

3.80

0.52

3.90

0.46

3.76

0.54
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Research question 2. As shown in Table 6, statistically significant relationships
between all four constituent scales of the Leader-Member Trust Survey and the measure
of propensity to trust were observed for all 155 respondents, as well as for the
administrator and teacher subgroups. All of these correlations varied between r = 0.55
and r = 0.66, indicating that such relationships were moderate in strength. Using the
Fisher r to z transformation, the correlations observed for administrators and teachers
were compared, but no difference in the strength of the correlations was found.
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Research question 3. To determine whether schools evidencing high and low
levels of trust differed in terms of the school’s Average Growth Index (AGI), schoollevel means on the Leader-Member Trust Survey were computed and a grand mean
across all schools was noted (M = 4.5). All 49 schools in the sample having an AGI were
placed into one of the two groups and were compared using the independent t-test. As
shown in Table 7, no statistically significant difference was observed in the means on
AGI obtained for the low trust (M = 0.10, SD = 5.57) and high trust (M = 0.41, SD =
4.67) groups (t(47) = -0.213, p = 0.823, g = -0.06).

Table 7
Independent t-test Comparing Means of Average Growth Index across Schools with Low
Levels and High Levels of Overall Trust

Trust Group 1: (M < 4.5)

Trust Group 2: (M >= 4.5)

n

M

SD

n

M

SD

26

0.10

5.57

23

0.41

4.67

t

p=

g

-.213

.832

-0.06

Research question 4. To determine whether the relationship between schoollevel scores on the four measures constituting the Leader-Member Trust Survey, the
measure of the propensity to trust, and the school’s AGI was mediated by school
characteristics, correlations were obtained for schools grouped by percent minority
(below median/at or above median), percent students in poverty (below median/at or
above median), and grade level structure (as elementary/secondary). Using the Fisher r to
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z transformation, the correlations observed for each of these groups of schools was
compared, but no difference in the strength of the correlations was found (see Table 8).
These results imply that these relationships are not in general mediated by these school
characteristics, but one such comparison approached significance: specifically, the
correlations for propensity to trust and AGI observed for low minority schools (r = -.162
p =.400) and high minority schools (r = .406, p =.075). In that instance, the Fisher r to z
transformation yielded the highest value of the 15 comparisons made (z = -1.910, p =
.056).
Summary
This chapter described the sample population from the research study.
Furthermore, results from the survey and analysis were given for each of the research
questions. To the key question as to whether statistically significant differences existed in
growth indicators between schools with high levels of trust and low levels of trust was
found to be false. The next chapter will discuss these results and give direction for future
research.
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Table 8
Correlations between Trust Measures and Average Growth Index as Mediated by Percent
of Minority Students, Percent of Students in Poverty, and School Level

Scale

Benevolence
Integrity
Competence
Predictability
Propensity

Scale

Benevolence
Integrity
Competence
Predictability
Propensity

Scale

Benevolence
Integrity
Competence
Predictability
Propensity

All Schools
(N = 49)

Low Minority
(n = 29)

High Minority
(n = 20)

Compared

r

p=

r

p=

r

p=

z

p=

.096
.150
.075
.071
.195

.510
.303
.610
.626
.179

-.041
.019
-.075
-.069
-.162

.834
.923
.700
.723
.400

.193
.290
.186
.172
.406

.415
.214
.432
.468
.075

-.760
-.900
-.840
-.780
-1.910

.447
.368
.401
.435
.056

Low Poverty
(n = 25)

High Poverty
(n = 24)

Compared

r

p=

r

p=

z

p=

-.178
-.099
-.221
-.146
.081

.394
.638
.288
.485
.700

.276
.315
.263
.184
.313

.192
.134
.214
.389
.136

-1.520
-1.390
-1.620
-1.150
-.800

.129
.165
.105
.250
.424

Lower School
(n = 26)

Upper School
(n = 23)

Compared

r

p=

r

p=

z

p=

-.031
.100
.162
.051
.159

.879
.625
.428
.804
.438

.193
.215
.108
.130
.210

.378
.325
.625
.556
.336

.-74
-.390
.180
-.260
-.170

.459
.697
.857
.795
.865
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Chapter 5
Summary and Discussion
This chapter provides an overview, summary, and discussion of the results from
this research study. The chapter begins with an overview of the research; including the
problem, research questions, and methodology; then moves into a discussion of the
research findings; and finally presents recommendations for practice and future research.
This research study was conducted to investigate possible connections between
administrator-faculty trust levels and students’ growth outcomes in rural Southwest
Tennessee school districts.
Statement of the Problem
Education today faces tremendous pressure to generate positive student
achievement outcomes for all children (Makiewicz, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Gunzelmann (2005) outlined the history of standardized testing and linked testing with
economic, political, and time pressures and a move toward greater accountability for
schools. In fact, Meier (2002) asserted that much of the public and many policy makers
feel that the public schools are failing our children and so resort to standardized testing as
a quality control measure. Additionally, Bird et al. (2009) stated that “changing economic
realities and societal problems have led to increased expectations and media scrutiny for
schools” (p. 157) and claimed that this new reality amplified the need for trust in schools.
Significant research has been done associated with the various benefits of trust in schools
including increased employee engagement (Kouzes & Posner, 2011), greater
organizational learning (Hoy et al., 2006), and improved school climate (Fee, 2009).
Adams and Forsythe (2009) also suggested that trusting relationships in schools could
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mediate the negative effects of poverty. While much research has been done that links
trust with a number of positive outcomes, this research sought to better understand the
link between administrator-teacher trust and student growth outcomes as measured by the
Tennessee Value Added Assessment System.
Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between teachers’ perceptions of
trustee and trustor antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability,
and propensity to trust) and principals’ perceptions of these trust antecedents as
measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?
2.

What is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability) and propensity to trust as measure by
the School Leader-Member Trust Survey?

3. Are there differences in educational outcomes as measured by Average Growth
Indicators (AGIs) between schools with high levels of teacher-administrator trust
and schools with low levels of teacher-administrator trust?
4. What is the strength of the relationship between educational outcomes (AGIs) and
the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability, and
propensity to trust) when mediated by school characteristics such as school type,
percent minority, and percent poverty (as measured by free-reduced lunch rates)?

91

Review of the Methodology
Participants. The participants in this study included administrators (n = 46) and teachers
(n = 109) from 49 schools in rural school districts throughout Southwest Tennessee. Within the
sample, 63% of the participants (N = 98) had 11 or more years of experience in the field of
education. Conversely, 37% of the participants (N = 57) had 10 or fewer years in the field of
education. Participants were also asked how many years they had worked at this assigned school.
These results indicate that 61% of the participants (N = 94) had worked at their presently assigned
school for one to 10 years. Only 9% of the participants (N = 14) indicated that this was the first year
of this assignment, and 30% of the participants (N = 47) had worked at this assigned school for 11
or more years. Finally, participants were asked to indicate how many years they had
worked in their present position. Again, a large majority (61%) of the participants (N =
95) had worked one to 10 years in their present position. These data suggest that while a
majority of the participants had many years of experience in education, they had less
experience in their current school and position assignments.
Instrument. The School Leader-Member Trust Survey was composed by
combining and modifying four different school climate and trust surveys. This survey
consisted of 54 questions in two sections. The first section of the survey collected key
demographic details such as school name; educational role; and numbers of years in
education, in his or her current school, and in his or her current position. The second
section measured each participant’s perception regarding the existence and extent of trust
between faculty members and administrators. The second section consisted of 47
statements which focused on the four trustee antecedents to trust (benevolence, integrity,
competence, and predictability) and the one trustor antecedent to trust (propensity to
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trust). The survey used a 6-point Likert-type scale so that each respondent could gauge
his or her agreement to statements in the range from (1) “strongly disagree” to (6)
“strongly agree”.
Discussion of Findings
Research question 1. Is there a statistically significant difference between
teachers’ perceptions of trustee and trustor antecedents (benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and propensity to trust) and principals’ perceptions of these
trust antecedents as measured by the School Leader-Member Trust Survey? Both
multivariate and univariate analyses of variance were conducted to determine whether
statistically significant differences existed between administrators’ and teachers’
perceptions of the four trustee antecedents (benevolence, integrity, competence, and
predictability) and the trustor antecedent (propensity to trust). The first test, a one-way
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted rather than repeated
measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) to overcome the effect of the Bonferroni
Inequality that could increase the probability of a Type I error (Grimm & Yarnold, 1995).
As seen in Table 5 revisited, analysis at the multivariate level showed no statistically
significant difference (F(5, 149) = 1.27, p = 0.28, p2 = 0.04). With a Wilks’
lambda of .0959 and a small effect size (p2 = 0.04), the test indicated that only 4% of the
variance in perceptions of the trust variables could be accounted for by whether the
participant was an administrator or a teacher. Furthermore, the interaction of the five trust
antecedent variables (benevolence, integrity, competence, predictability, and propensity
to trust) was not statistically significant with df(5, 149), because the observed value of
1.27 did not exceed the critical value of 2.28 at α = .05.
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Testing at the univariate level, however, found statistically significant differences
between teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of the individual trust antecedents of
benevolence (F(1, 153) = 4.75, p = 0.03, p2 = 0.03); integrity (F(1, 153) = 5.97, p = 0.03,

p2= 0.04); competence (F(1, 153) = 4.20, p = 0.04, p2 = 0.03), and predictability. (F(1,
153) = 5.38, p = 0.02, p2 = 0.03). No statistically significant difference was found
between teachers’ and administrators’ perceptions of propensity to trust (F(1, 153) =
2.55, p = 0.11, p2 = 0.02). These results, while promising, must be understood in light of
the initial MANOVA result. First, the possibility of inflated p and F values from a
repeated measures ANOVA test can increase the findings of significance above the
nominal level (Grimm & Yarnold, 1995; Grimm & Yarnold, 2000). Furthermore, because
the four trustee antecedents may be highly correlated, Bray and Maxwell suggested that
the repeated measures ANOVA leaves out “valuable information concerning
redundancies and conceptual relationships” (as cited in Grimm & Yarnold, 1995, p. 263).
Further research is therefore warranted to examine the possible significance of perception
differences between administrators and teachers with regard to these trustee antecedents.
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Research question 2. What is the relationship between the four trustee antecedents
(benevolence, integrity, competence, and predictability) and propensity to trust as measured by the
School Leader-Member Trust Survey? A multiple regression correlation test was run to determine
the relatedness of the propensity to trust measure to the four trustee antecedents (benevolence,
integrity, competence, and predictability). The test was run for all respondents as well as
administrator and teacher respondents. Finally, the scores were compared to determine if the
responses from administrators were significantly different from those of teachers.
The comparison for all respondents (N = 155) indicated that propensity to trust
was moderately correlated to benevolence (r = 0.55, p < 0.01), integrity (r = 0.65, p <
0.01), competence (r = 0.58, p < 0.01), and predictability (r = 0.64, p < 0.01). Each of
these relationships are statistically significant. The comparison run for administrators (n =
46) suggested that propensity to trust was again moderately correlated to benevolence (r
= 0.60, p < 0.01), integrity (r = 0.60, p < 0.01), competence (r = 0.61, p < 0.01), and
predictability (r = 0.66, p < 0.01). The comparison test for teachers only (n = 109) also
indicated that propensity to trust was moderately correlated to benevolence (r = 0.53, p <
0.01), integrity (r = 0.65, p < 0.01), competence (r = 0.56, p < 0.01), and predictability (r
= 0.63, p < 0.01).
The scores for administrators (n = 46) were then compared to the scores for
teachers (n = 109). To test whether the means of these scores were statistically
significantly different, the comparisons were converted using Fisher’s z transformation
(Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003; Kenny, 1987). The correlations were not found to be
statistically significantly different between teachers and administrators for propensity to
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trust over benevolence (z = 0.61, p = 0.541), integrity (z = -0.42, p = 0.676), competence
(z = 0.49, p = 0.625) or predictability (z = 0.33, p = 0.741).
Research question 3. Are there differences in educational outcomes as measured
by Average Growth Indicators (AGI) between schools with high levels of teacheradministrator trust and schools with low levels of teacher-administrator trust? Using an
alpha level of 0.05, an independent samples t-test was conducted to determine whether
growth indicators were statistically significantly different between schools with high
levels of trust and schools with low levels of trust. First the schools were divided into two
groups: low trust schools (M < 4.5) and high trust schools (M ≥ 4.5). The test revealed no
statistically significant difference between low trust schools and high trust schools (t(47)
= -0.213, p = 0.832). The Hedges’ g statistic (g = -0.06) indicated a negative relationship
between trust in schools and AGI, however the statistic suggested that the relationship
was so small as to be insignificant (Durlak, 2009).
Research suggests that some relationship should exist between high levels of trust
and high levels of student achievement. Tschannen-Moran (2001) reaffirmed that schools
with high levels of trust can benefit from increased effectiveness, greater organizational
citizenship, and improved student achievement. Research by Goddard, TschannenMoran, and Hoy (2001) found that their trust model “explained 81% of the betweenschool variation in both mathematics and reading achievement” (p. 12). Bryk and
Schneider (2003) pointed out that relational trust is a necessary component for teacher
commitment to school reform and improves the daily work of schools.
One concern with the data for this research study centered on the small sample
size as well as the skewedness of the data. Out of a potential 85 schools, responses were
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received from only 49 schools. Fourteen of the schools had only one respondent to the
survey, and 15 schools had only two respondents to the survey. The trust scores for these
schools could hardly be considered valid or reliable. In the sample, seven schools
provided multiple respondents representing both teachers and administrators.
In addition to problems with the size of the sample, the participating schools had
AGI data that was skewed negatively. The entire range of AGI scores for all schools in
Tennessee was -27.59 to 22.14 or 49.73. The range for the data in this study was -12.95
to 14.70 or 27.65. The range of the data in this study compared to the range of all schools
in Tennessee was considerably smaller. This data had a mean AGI score of -0.185 and a
median AGI score of -0.535. This indicated less variability between schools and thus
made finding statistically significant differences between schools much more difficult.
While the data posed problems for this study, another issue arose with the use of
value-added data. Research has suggested that the use of Value-Added Models (VAMs)
such as the Education Value-Added Assessment System (EVAAS) used in Tennessee and
many other states many not be a valid measurement of school effectiveness. Raudenbush
(2004) argued that those “Type B” effects cannot be discovered through test scores for
schools or teachers, because the practice input variable is undefined and unobserved.
Another study reasoned that students’ longitudinal outcomes data of teacher effects was
difficult to achieve due to possible correlations between multiple measures on the same
student (McCaffrey, Lockwood, Koretz, Louis, & Hamilton, 2004).
A recurring problem with value-added models has been the impact of exogenous
variables such as class size, class composition, student characteristics, and the interaction
between these variables (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; Berliner, 2014; Hill 2009; Hill,
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Kapitula & Umland, 2010; Raudenbush, 2004). Additional research pointed out that
value-added models “typically measure correlation, not causation: Effects – positive or
negative – attributed to a teacher may actually be caused by other factors that are not
captured in the model” (ASA, 2014, p. 2). Braun (2005) stated that, because classroom
randomization is not possible, there are not statistical or analytical methods that could
overcome the effect on the data. The ASA report added that “research on VAMs has been
fairly consistent that aspects of educational effectiveness that are measureable and within
teacher control represent a small part of the total variation in student scores or growth”
(ASA. 2014, p. 7) with 81% of the variance at the student level, 4% at the class level,
13% at the teacher level, and 1% at the school level (ASA, 2014). Research by Schochet
and Chiang (2010) suggested that “more than 90 percent of the variance in student gain
scores” was due to student level factors (p. 35). This research may not have been able to
detect differences in student achievement at the school level because the AGI data
provided by TVAAS was not a valid measure of school-level influence on student
growth.
In addition to problems with exogenous variables, EVAAS data also suffer from
issues regarding assumptions in the model. EVAAS uses a “layered model” that assumes
the persistence of teacher and school contribution to future test scores (McCaffrey, et al.,
2004). Research by Briggs and Weeks (2011) confirmed what Lockwood, McCaffrey,
Mariano, and Setodji (2007) found: After two years the persistence of a teacher’s
contribution to test scores diminishes. Briggs and Weeks (2011) proposed that using
value-added data to assess school quality was impacted by assumptions about the
persistence of school effects. This research indicated that when full persistence was
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assumed, value-added data were less correlated with poverty, but were instead biased
toward the mean with fewer schools categorized “effective” or “ineffective”. Schoollevel persistence rates indicate “that a very small proportion of a student’s academic
achievement in subsequent grades is attributable to the influence of school effects in
previous grades” (Briggs & Weeks, 2011, p. 624). Unfortunately, the proprietary nature
of EVAAS is such that external review of statistical models and procedures is impossible
(Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; Berliner, 2014).
Value-added models also face problems with reliability. Di Carlo (2012) asserted
that teachers can receive dramatically different effectiveness ratings from one year to the
next. This article continued by pointing out that teachers’ ratings can change based on the
model or test used (Di Carlo, 2012). Research has indicated that measurement error for
student assessments can be as much as twice as large as testing companies report, and
these student scores and accompanying error rates are then used to determine teacher
effectiveness (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013). Additionally, the data used in
this study was based on one year’s growth, which means that the scores have large
standard errors (ASA, 2014). School level measurements present Type I and Type II error
rates ranging from 16% to 21% if three years of data are used in the calculation, and error
rates for one year of data are even more dramatic (Schochet & Chiang, 2010).
In addition to the limitations and problems with data collected in this study, the
survey used, the School Leader-Member Trust Survey, may not have yielded an accurate
or reliable measure of trust. Desimone and Le Floch (2004) discussed survey use in
education research and suggested that surveys lack deep understanding of issues,
especially when compared to other methods such as case studies or interviews. An
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additional problem with surveys in general, and the one used for this research in
particular, was nonresponse within the sample. Aiken (1988) pointed out that large
numbers of nonrespondents can cause unpredictable and unknown biases within the
research. Finally, since validity and reliability tests were not run on this specific survey as
these measures were carried over from the original surveys, the validity of the School
Leader-Member Survey questions remains unknown.
Research question 4. What is the strength of the relationship between
educational outcomes (AGIs) and the five trust antecedents (benevolence, integrity,
competence, predictability, and propensity to trust) when mediated by school
characteristics such as school type, percent minority, and percent poverty (as measured
by free-reduced lunch rates)? In order to determine the strength of the relationship
between AGI and trust when mediated by school characteristics, correlations between the
trust variables and AGI were computed by subgroups. After obtaining correlations for
each of the groups and comparing them using Fisher r to z transformations, no difference
in the strength of the correlations was found. Due to the previously discussed problems
with the data used, these results may not have been a true indication of the possible
mediate effects of school characteristics.
While these results suggested that school characteristics did not have a mediating
effect on these relationships, one relationship approached significance. The correlations
for propensity to trust and AGI observed for low minority schools (r = -.162 p = .400)
and high minority schools (r = .406, p = .075) verged on statistical significance. In that
instance, the Fisher r to z transformation yielded the highest value of the 15 comparisons
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made (z = -1.910, p = .056). This could indicate a particular need for trust in schools with
high percentages of minority students.
Research conducted by Goddard et al. (2009) suggested, however, that the effects
of socio-economic status and percent minority on student achievement were decreased
significantly when the effect of trust was added to their model. Furthermore, this study
identified percent minority and percent poverty as having an indirect relationship with
achievement but a direct relationship with trust (Goddard et al., 2009). In fact, these
researchers indicated that it was only through their direct relationship with trust that
percent minority and percent poverty impacted student achievement at all (Goddard et al.,
2009).
Implications for Practice
The results of this study could be viewed as suggesting that trust has no bearing
on achievement outcomes for students. Research has indicated, however, that trust
benefits schools both directly and indirectly (Adams & Forsyth, 2009; Bryk & Schneider,
2002; Cosner, 2010; Goddard et al., 2001; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wang & Bird,
2011). This discrepancy between research and the results of this study speak to the fact
that there are a number of factors that make it difficult to accurately ascertain the impact
of trust on student achievement.
First, added-value models may not provide valid or reliable measurements of
student achievement. Problems with extraneous variables such as non-random classroom
composition (Amrein-Beardsley, 2008; Berliner, 2014; Hill 2009; Hill, Kapitula &
Umland, 2010; Raudenbush, 2004), a statistical bias toward the mean (Briggs & Weeks,
2011), and dramatically different effectiveness results for schools and teachers from one
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year to the next (Di Carlo, 2012) suggested that AGI data would be an inappropriate
measurement of student success and school effectiveness. Unfortunately, in this era of
school accountability, student success and school effectiveness must be expressed as
either achievement scores or value-added growth scores.
Besides issues with using AGI data, the sample population that participated in this
study proved to be too small to accurately measure the relationship between trust and
student outcomes. From a potential population sample of 85 schools, only 58%, or 49
schools, participated. Within those 49 schools, 14 schools had only a single respondent
and 15 schools had only two respondents. Seven schools provided multiple respondents
representing both administrators and teachers. Those who participated in the study
provided data about the level of trust between teachers and administrators in their school.
Having only one or two respondents from a school indicated that data from those schools
could not be considered valid or reliable.
A final problem with the data in this research study was the negative skewedness
of the sample’s AGI scores. When AGI scores of the entire population of Tennessee
schools was analyzed, the range was -27.59 to 22.14 or 49.73. Whereas the range of
scores in this research study was only -12.95 to 14.70 or 27.65. Furthermore, many more
of the schools had negative AGI scores. This negative skewedness was expressed in the
mean AGI score of -0.185 and a median AGI score of -0.535. This indicated less
variability between schools and thus made finding statistically significant differences
between schools much more difficult.
Because an accurate relationship could not be determined from these data, school
administrators would be wise to follow the best practices outlined by other research.
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Various studies have indicated that trust-development remains an important aspect of
leader behavior (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Cosner, 2010; Kouzes & Posner, 2010;
Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wang & Bird, 2011). Indirect benefits of trust such as
organizational goal accomplishment, collaboration, and maximized problem solving
capabilities have been outlined by research (Costigan et al., 1998; Linden, 2010;
Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Zand & Sorensen, 1975). Moreover, there are studies that link
high levels of trust with higher student achievement (Goddard et al., 2001; TschannenMoran, 2001). The benefits of trust, both direct and indirect, found in research should
compel school leaders to develop trust with the faculty in their building.
Recommendations for Future Related Research
This research study, due to flaws with the data, found no statistically significant
relationship between trust and student growth indicators. Substantial research exists,
however, that suggests that a relationship does exist between trust and effective schools
(Adams & Forsyth, 2009; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Cosner, 2010; Goddard et al., 2009;
Goddard et al., 2001; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; Wang & Bird, 2011). In fact, studies
indicates that high-trust environments are especially important for rural schools (Cray &
Millen, 2010; Lowe, 2006).
The indirect benefits of trust are well documented in the fields of business and
education (Costigan et al., 1998; Linden, 2010; Tschannen-Moran, 2001; Zand &
Sorenson, 1975). Nonetheless, the accountability movement in education requires that
direct benefits be measured in test scores. Future research should, therefore, focus on the
possible connection between achievement scores and trust. If value-added scores cannot
provide a valid, reliable measure of school effectiveness, then other measures should also
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be considered. Additional studies must first ensure that adequate data are available to
measure the true degree of trust that exists in each school. Furthermore, to reduce the
effect of negatively skewed achievement or value-added data, future research should
consider the range of scores for the schools included in the study. A study could possibly
identify fewer schools with more targeted achievement or growth data which should
achieve more valid and reliable results.
Another subject of interest for future research would examine the relationship
between racial differences between school leaders and faculty members and its effect on
trust. Some research exists that touches on the possible connections between trust and
race, but most of this research considers the racial differences between teachers and
students. Frankenberg (2008) discussed the phenomenon of racial segregation of faculty
members between schools with high and low percentages of minority students. While
trust was not a research factor in the Frankenberg study, the research did speak to the
mismatch between the racial composition of faculties and student bodies. Yeager et al.
(2013) examined the impact of various interventions for overcoming trust barriers
between teachers and students of differing races. One study, by Smith and Shoho (2007),
discussed trust between deans and faculty in higher education with respect to race and
rank. This study found no statistically significant differences in trust levels between
higher education faculty members and the dean with regard to race. Leader- Member
Exchange Theory, however, would suggest that racial similarity would impact the
development of trust (Bauer & Green, 1996; Dulebohn, et al., 2012; Engle & Lord, 1997;
Sparrowe & Liden, 1997), so this aspect of trust should be investigated further.
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One final suggestion for future research is for an investigation of the potential
benefits of trust development specifically for schools with high percentages of minority
students. While conventional wisdom may suggest that schools with larger proportions of
minority students would need to pay special attention to the levels of trust in the school,
research would need to confirm it. Research by Goddard et al. (2009) indicated that the
primary relationship is not between percent minority and achievement but with percent
minority and trust that therefore impacted achievement. And if the racial composition of
the school does impact the need for trust, would that be dependent on the racial make-up
of the faculty as well? Research would need to distinguish schools with varying racial
composition for the student body as well as the faculty to determine the full scope of this
issue.
Summary
This research study sought to investigate the impact of trust on student outcomes.
Trust was measured according to four trustee antecedents (integrity, benevolence,
competence, and predictability) and on trustor antecedent (propensity to trust). While past
research suggested that a relationship should be present, this investigation, focusing rural
schools in southwest Tennessee, found no statistically significant differences in valueadded growth scores between schools with high levels of trust and schools with low
levels of trust. When testing whether various school characteristics such as level
(elementary or secondary), percent poverty, and percent minority, mediated the
relationship between trust and AGI, one correlation approached a statistically significant
difference.
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Adding to the body of literature, this study examined the next step in education
research with regard to issues of trust. By connecting the indirect benefits of trust with
the direct benefit of increased student achievement, school leaders would have another
valuable approach for understanding the impact of leadership behaviors. Future research,
grounded in better data, could make this connection.
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APPENDIX A

Leader-Member Trust Survey
Section One

Demographic Data
At this school, what is your present position?

How many years have you worked in this present position?

Please indicate at which school you presently work.

Please indicate the grade levels served in your school.
Elementary grades
Middle/High grades
Elementary/Middle grades
Other:
How many years have you worked in your present school?

How many years have you worked in education?

Please indicate your highest degree earned.
BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
Doctorate
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Section Two: Trust Measurement
In this section, please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements in regard to your present position in this school.
1. Communication in this school is open and honest.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2. Administration produces results that are promised.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

3. Administrators do their jobs well.
1
2
3
4

5

6

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

4. Teachers can rely on the administrators in this school.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

5. I generally find people to be trustworthy.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly Disagree

6
Strongly Agree

6. The principal at this school treats all teachers fairly.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

7. The administrators in this school tend to micromanage projects.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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8. Teachers at this school have trouble being candid with administrators.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

9. The principal is friendly and approachable.
1
2
3
4
5

6

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

10. Administrators in this school have the appropriate skills and credentials to do
the job.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

11. The administrators in this school care about me.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

12. Procedures for teacher evaluation are consistent.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

13. Teachers are encouraged to communicate openly with administrators.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

14. Most people can be counted on to do what they say they will do.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

15. Administrators are generally supportive of new ideas.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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16. Administrators are usually self-promoting.
1
2
3
4
5

6

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

17. People are usually predictable and consistent.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

18. When the principal commits to something, I can trust that it will be done.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

19. Administrators have communicated a sense of direction and established clear
priorities.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

20. Administrators in our school are honest.
1
2
3
4
5

6

Strongly Disagree
21. People generally tell the truth.
1
2
3

Strongly Agree

4

Strongly Disagree

5

6
Strongly Agree

22. Administrators at our school are responsive to the needs and concerns
expressed by teachers.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

23. Teachers in our school know that administrators care about them.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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24. Administrators are competent at doing their jobs.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

25. Teachers can count on administrators to act in a consistent manner.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

26. I tend to be suspicious of other people’s intentions.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

27. The principal of this school is considerate of teachers’ needs.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

28. Teachers and administrators in this school are held to high ethical standards.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

29. Administrators regularly let teachers know what is expected of them.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

30. People typically do not keep their promises.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

31. When I meet new people, I normally consider them trustworthy.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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32. I am wary of strangers, because they are likely to try and take advantage of
me.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

33. Administrators at this school make impulsive decisions.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

34. Administrators at this school lead by example.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

35. Administration uses suggestions from others at school to make changes.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

36. Administrators at this school do what they say they will do.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

37. Administration has expressed concern for a faculty or staff member.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

38. Administrators at this school act in ways that are predictable.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

39. The administrators are respected by coworkers and peers for their job skills
and abilities.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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40. Administrators explore all sides of issues or topics and make systematic
decisions.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

41. Problems or controversies are handled with transparency.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

42. Administrators recognize faculty members for their accomplishments.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

43. Administrators at this school encourage and support teachers who take risks to
improve instruction.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

44. Conflict is handled openly and resolved in a timely manner.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

45. Teachers in this school are free to exercise professional judgment.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

46. Teachers come to administration during challenging times in our school.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

47. Administration openly shares information with the faculty and staff.
1
2
3
4
5
6
Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIX B
APPROVAL FROM THE INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

Hello,
The Institutional Review Board has sent your protocol for review:
PI NAME: Stephanie Turnbow
PROJECT TITLE: A Study on the Relationship between Trust-Building Activities
within Schools and Student Achievement
FACULTY ADVISOR NAME (if applicable): Larry McNeal
CO-PI:
Contact Person:
Level of Review: Expedited
Assigned Meeting Date (if applicable): 10/10/2014
Date Sent for Review: 9/16/2014
We expect to send approval and contingency emails for Exempt and Expedited
applications within 20 business days
Approval and contingency notification for Full Board Review protocols are processed
within 3 business days following the Board meeting.
This is a guideline; we strive to process submissions and reviewer responses as
immediate as is possible.
Note: Review outcomes will be communicated to the email address on file. Official letters are no longer
being issued unless required. This email should be considered an official communication from the UM IRB.
Please contact the IRB at IRB@memphis.edu if a letter on IRB letterhead is required.

Thank you.

146

APPENDIX C
Consent to Participate in a Research Study

A Study on the Relationship Between Principal and Teacher Perceptions of
Trust Building, Trust Building Activities Within Schools, and School
Efficiency as Measured by Standardized Test Data

September 10, 2014
You are invited to participate in a research project on trust-building activities in school
settings. You are being invited to take part in this research study because you are either a
teacher or an administrator in a public school. If you volunteer to participate in this study,
you will be one of about 850 people to do so.
The person in charge of this study is Stephanie Turnbow of the University of Memphis
Department of Leadership. She is being guided in the research by Dr. Larry McNeal.
There may be others on the research team assisting at different times during the study.
The purpose of this research project is to investigate the relationship between principals’
and teachers’ perceptions about trust-building, the trust-building activities occurring in
schools, and trust’s impact on student outcomes. You will be asked to complete a brief
survey asking about your perceptions regarding the importance of trust in your
workplace. There will also be questions on the survey to determine what trust-building
activities are or are not occurring at your school. The survey should take no more than 10
minutes to complete.
To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm
than you would experience in everyday life. There is no guarantee that you will get any
benefit from taking part in this study. Your willingness to take part, however, may, in the
future, help society as a whole better understand this research topic. The results of this
study may be used for a dissertation, a scholarly report, and a journal article and
conference presentations. This study is anonymous. That means that no one, not even
members of the research team, will know that the information you give came from you.
In any publication or public presentation no identifying information of schools or
individuals will be disclosed.
Your participation in this project is completely voluntary, and you are free to withdraw at
any time and for any reason without penalty. If you do not want to be in the study, there
are no other choices except not to take part in the study. You are also free to refuse to
answer any questions you do not wish to answer. There are no costs associated with
taking part in the study. You will not receive any rewards or payment for taking part in
the study.
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Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, please ask
any questions that might come to mind now. Later, if you have questions, suggestions,
concerns, or complaints about the study, you can contact the investigator, Stephanie
Turnbow at 901-475-0765. If you have any questions about your rights as a volunteer in
this research, contact the Institutional Review Board staff at the University of Memphis at
901-678-3074.
I have read this consent and authorization form. I have had the opportunity to ask, and I
have received answers to, any questions I had regarding the research study. I
understand that if I have any additional questions or concerns about my rights as a
research participant, I may contact the Chair of the Institutional Review Board for
the Protection of Human Subjects at 901-678-2533.

___________________________________________________

Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

____________

Date

___________________________________________________

Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study
___________________________________________________

Name of person obtaining informed consent
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____________

Date

APPENDIX D
LETTER OF SUPPORT FROM SOUTHWEST TENNESSEE SUPERINTENDENT’S
STUDY COUNCIL

April 24, 2014

Dr. Priest:
The research proposal of Stephanie Turnbow has come to the attention of the Southwest
Tennessee Superintendent’s Study Council. They are aware that the researcher is
interested in utilizing the administrative base of the school districts within the Southwest
Region to conduct research on the following topic:
"A Study on the Relationship between Principal and Teacher Perceptions of TrustBuilding and the Trust-Building Activities within Schools"
We have verbal confirmation from the Chair of the Superintendents' Study Council and
are awaiting a letter from him to that effect.

Donald L. Hopper, Ph. D.
Associate Professor of Educational Leadership
Coordinator/Liaison for Southwest Tennessee School Leaders
The University of Memphis/Lambuth Campus
705 Lambuth Boulevard
Jackson, Tennessee 38301
731.427.4725 campus
731.609.7775 cell
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